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POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


THURSDAY, APRIL 14, 1960 


U.S. Senate, 
SuBcoMMITTEE ON Pustic LANDs oF THE 
ComMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Kentfield, Calif. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice, in Olney Hall, 
College of Marin, Kentfield, Calif., Senator Frank E. Moss presiding. 

Also present: Senator Clair Engle, Representative Clem Miller, and 
Richard Callaghan, staff director. 

Senator Moss. Will the meeting please come to order? This is a 
public hearing of the Public Lands Subcommittee of the Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee of the U.S. Senate to consider a bill to 
establish Point Reyes as a national seashore. 

I will order the bill, S. 2428, to be made a part of the record at this 
point. 


(S. 2428 follows :) 
[S. 2428, 86th Cong., 1st sess. ] 


A BILL To establish the Point Reyes National Seashore in the State of California, and 
for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That, in order to save and preserve for the 
inspiration, benefit, and use of the people of the United States certain unspoiled 
shoreline areas in the State of California which possess scenic, scientific, his- 
toric, and recreational values of national significance, the Secretary of the In- 
terior (hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary’) is authorized, in accordance 
with this Act, to establish on Point Reyes Peninusla, Marin County, California, 
the Point Reyes National Seashore. 

Sec. 2. The Point Reyes National Seashore shall consist of not to exceed 
thirty-five thousand acres of land as designated by the Secretary on the Point 
Reyes Peninsula, Marin County, California, and such adjoining waters and sub- 
merged lands as the Secretary shall designate as necessary to carry out the pur- 
poses of this Act. 

Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary is authorized to acquire real property and any 
interest therein to carry out the purposes of this Act by purchase with donated 
or appropriated funds, or by donation, or otherwise, and such authority to pur- 
chase shall include authority to condemn, except that no real property of the 
State of California or a political subdivision of the State may be acquired for 
the purposes of this Act unless the State or political subdivision agrees to such 
acquisition. 

(b) Any property of the United States may be transferred to the Secretary for 
the purposes of this Act if the head of the department, agency, or instrumentality 
of the United States having jurisdiction of such property shall agree to such 
transfer. 

Sec. 4. Whenever the Secretary determines that he has acquired sufficient real 
property, he shall declare the establishment of the Point Reyes National Seashore 
by publishing in the Federal Register notice of such establishment. Establish- 
ment of such national seashore by such publication shall not be deemed to pre- 
vent the Secretary from acquiring other real property for inclusion within such 
national seashore, subject, however, to the acreage limitation provided in section 
2 of this Act. 

1 
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Sec. 5. The Secretary shall administer, develop, and protect the Point Reyes 
National Seashore in accordance with and subject to (1) the Act entitled “An 
Act to establish a National Park System, and for other purposes”, approved 
August 25, 1916, as amended (16 U.S.C., secs. 1-4), and (2) the Act entitled 
“An Act to facilitate the management o fthe National Park System and miscel- 
laneous areas administered in connection with that system, and for other pur- 
poses”, approved August 8, 1953 (16 U.S.C., secs. 1b, 1c, and 1d), except that 
authority otherwise available to the Secretary for conservation and management 
of natural resources may be utilized to the extent he finds such authority will 
further establishment and preservation of the national seashore. 

Senator Moss. I am very pleased to have Senator Clair Engle at- 
tending the hearing and participating. The Senator has traveled 
out here for this purpose. Senator Engle will sit with the committee 
and participate fully in this hearing. Also, Congressman Clem Miller, 
representing this district in California, has come out for this hearing 
and will participate fully with us. 

We have a big day before us and we want to run the hearing as 
expeditiously as possible. I will make two or three suggestions as 
to how we will proceed so that everybody then will have an oppor- 
tunity to be heard, or at least to have his statement in the record. It 
is our hope that everybody can be heard. 

The purpose of a public hearing is to hear all sides of every ques- 
tion so that the record, when it is complete and is before the commit- 
tee, represents all the views of the citizens. The committee can then 
make an intelligent decision. 

The proceedings will be printed and published in full. Any of you 
who wish to have a copy of the proceedings may do so. You must 
= your name and address either to Mr. Callaghan, who is the staff 

irector of the Interior Committee and who sits immediately to my 
left, or you may leave your name and address with the reporter and 
you will receive a printed copy of these proceedings when they have 
been printed and published in Washington. 

At a hearing of this sort, it isn’t necessary for everyone to give his 
entire testimony orally. Many of you have prepared statements. You 
who have prepared statements, when you are called and come forward, 
please leave a copy of your statement with the reporter so that the 
entire statement will go in the record. A good method of procedure 
to be adopted when you have a prepared statement is to give the state- 
ment to the reporter and that will go in in its entirety, and then high- 
light or stress any particular point that you would like to give special 
attention to. In that way you might have a statement that would 
take 15 or 20 minutes if it were read in full, but in a matter of 2 to 3 
minutes you can point up the part of the statement you want the 
committee to notice, and the whole thing will be in the record and 
will be studied in full by the staff and the committee at the time the 
bill is considered in executive session. 

We have a number of letters that have been written in by a number 
of various people, both for and against the proposal. Those letters 
will appear in the record in full. 

We have a statement from Senator Kuchel of California, Senator 
Thomas Kuchel. His statement will be placed in the record at this 
point. 
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(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF U.S. Senator THomas H. Kucuet, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Chairman, the bill before your subcommittee is perhaps a precedent- 
setting proposal in that it would authorize the Federal establishment in the 
State of California of a novel type of reservation designed to protect the public 
interest in and maintain the character of rare scenic, recreational, inspirational, 
and historic features of a section of our lengthy Pacific seacoast. 

As a native-born Californian, I am an enthusiastic supporter of proposals to 
create a national seashore at Point Reyes because the astounding growth of 
our State, together with the heavy volume of tourists and vacationers, necessi- 
tates prompt and farsighted steps to preserve our unique and spectacular nat- 
ural resources. The present generation has a duty to see they are perpetuated 
for generations to follow. 

The California Division of Beaches and Parks, and likewise a number of our 
progressive communities, has done a commendable job in undertaking to set 
aside for the use of our people limited stretches of our Pacific Ocean shoreline. 

The section of the coast at Point Reyes has greater significance and such 
remarkable values that it appears worthy of protection on a broader scale. 
The unusually varied terrain—ranging from wide sandy beaches and rugged 
bluffs to heavily-timbered uplands containing fresh-water lakes—measures up 
to the standards of our national parks, monuments, and forests which have been 
established all over the Nation for the benefit of all Americans. 

A year ago it was my privilege to obtain an appropriation with which the 
National Park Service has been examining and appraising this region to deter- 
mine what particular territory might justifiably be preserved through giving it 
Federal status. In seeking these funds, I was mindful of the constructive 
results from the establishment of America’s first national seashore, on the his- 
toric and desolate Outer Banks of North Carolina. 

After learning of the many benefits flowing from the Cape Hatteras project, 
I felt it would be a tragic loss to future generations of Americans if this simi- 
lar undeveloped region on the Pacific Coast so close to large centers of popula- 
tion composed of teeming numbers of outdoor-loving people, were not set aside . 
and safeguarded against commercialization and despoliation. 

Considering the onrushing urban sprawl which rapidly has been enveloping 
our shorelines on the Atlantic coast and in some sections of California, we are 
indeed fortunate that this 45 miles of seashore and adjoining uplands still 
is relatively untouched and remains for the most part in its natural state. 
To have such attractive and semiprimitive stretches of beach, caves, rocks, 
bluffs, dunes, and forests so near our huge metropolitan area around San Fran- 
cisco Bay is especially provident. 

We cannot expect that, under pressure of the demand for humesites and for 
utilization of natural resources, that these conditions will prevail long without 
an adequate plan for protecting and perpetuating the most valuable and out- 
standing features for the future benefit and enjoyment of visitors from all 
over our country and residents of California as well. 

The National Park Service, working with State and local authorities, has 
developed a plan which recognizes the importance of these values and which 
could establish and preserve for all time a seashore recreation area truly of 
national importance. 

In addition to preserving the intrinsic natural values, the establishment of a 
National Seashore on Point Reyes would bring into focus a nearly forgotten 
event in the discovery, development, and expansion of our great Nation. 

Point Reyes was probably one of the first sections of our west coast to be 
seen by the BHuropean explorers. Many historians, for instance, firmly believe 
that Sir Francis Drake repaired the Golden Hind here in 1579 on his historie 
voyage around the world. Physical evidence to support this theory has not yet 
been found. However, the possibility is so strong and so important to our 
heritage that the area sheuld be preserved so that a thorough archeological 
search can continue unhandicapped by multiple ownerships and development. 

It is important also that the whole Point Reyes Peninsula be preserved and 
administered as a consolidated unit. A national seashore area should encom- 
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pass more than just the waterfront itself. Just as important as the beaches and 
bluffs are the dunes, the rolling hills, the forests that together create an atmos- 
phere of solitude associated with the sea—that maintain a habitat necessary for 
the continued ecological processes of the plant and animal life associated 
with the sea. 

As experience on the Atlantic coast has demonstrated, it is possible to con- 
ceive a program which will advance the public interest, prevent injury to exist- 
ing local governments and well-conducted private enterprise activities, afford 
opportunity for carefully planned future development of facilities needed by 
visitors, and fairly compensate landowners uneasy about the future of their 
holdings. 

I am sure that this committee and the Congress, with the guidance of our 
Department of the Interior, can perfect legislation which will satisfy skeptics 
and doubters. On this point, I wish to note that I have worked closely with the 
National Park Service people and followed their operations in other areas. As 
a result, I have great admiration for, their objectives and their consciencious 
principles. 

In developing our system of parks, monuments, and other reservations, the 
United States has followed a rule of equity. The fair market value of private 
lands desired for park purposes customarily is determiner by non-Federal, 
professional appraisers. Acquisition usually is effected through direct nego- 
tiations with private owners. The Park Service people in the past have gone 
to great lengths to make these negotiations agreeable to those whose holdings 
are desired. If dwellings are involved, the owner has been given the option 
of leasing and occupying for the rest of his life or for a specified period not 
exceeding his life expectancy. 

In the case of Point Reyes, it might be several years, as a matter of fact, 
before landowners would be faced with this problem and the need for making 
decisions about proposals to let the Federal Government have their property. 
Establishment of a park takes time and initial appropriations usually are not 
sufficient to acquire all desired acreage at once. 

I would like to allay fears of those who may be concerned about possible ad- 
verse economic conesquences to Marin County. Far from inflicting serious and 
continuing injury, establishment of a park or recreational area is virtually 
certain to bring material financial benefits. While a temporary tax loss may 
result from Federal acquisition, I am confident that in a few years at the 
most the increased attractiveness of this region will yield measurable dividends. 
The value of adjoining lands undoubtedly will rise. Experience on the Atlantic 
coast has shown that safeguarding of such areas stimulates increased tourist 
and vaeation business and so leads to greater revenues for merchnts, service 
establishments and those furnishing lodging and other accommodations. The 
resulting revenues very likely would far exceed any initial loss through removal 
of undeveloped lands from tax rolls. 

Our State as a whole, let alone the communities and counties in the immediate 
vicinity, has at every hand evidence of the advantages derived from protection 
of sections of extraordinary grandeur. As illustrations, we can measure the 
pulling power of our giant redwood groves, the breathtaking scenery of Yosem- 
ite, the phenomenon of the Salton Sea, and the unique appeal of the Joshua 
Tree monument, to cite only a few. 

These and other areas which have been set aside for man’s enjoyment constitute 
a unique magnet for and afford cherished opportunities to both our own people 
of California and their fellow Americans from every State of the Union. The 
economic importance of California’s tourist-travel business is almost beyond 
measurement. Point Reyes as a national reservation would be a desirable 
addition to the safeguarded and cherished portions of our State which lure both 
visitors and those who make new homes here. 

But, taking a broader view, these would be only fringe benefits. The greatest 
and most desirable dividends from preserving this outstanding natural shore- 
line resource would be the enjoyment and pleasure assured our people and their 
enhanced knowledge of topographic, geological, oceanographic, biological, and 
related features of a spectacular section of our Nation. 


Senator Moss. Others that may wish to add something to the record 
after having heard the testimony today may do so within 10 days. 
Write directly to the Senate Interior Committee in Washington if you 
wish to supplement your remarks. 
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Senator Engle would like to make a few preliminary remarks at 
this time. 
You may proceed, Senator. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLAIR ENGLE, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Senator ENctr. Mr. Chairman, I want to express my personal ap- 
preciation to you for taking your time in coming here to California 
to provide the people of this area this opportunity to be heard in 
regard to this important matter. We are deeply indebted to you for 
being here, and I know that Congressman Clem Miller jos me in 
expressing our appreciation for your presence here, that of Mr. Cal- 
laghan, the clerk of the Senate committee of the Committee on Inte- 
rior and other members of the committee and the committee staff who 
have given their time in order to make this hearing possible. 

I want to express my regret also to the board of supervisors that I 
was unable to be here yesterday to go over the area. I suspect you 
assumed that I had been over the area and have seen it rather com- 
pletely. On the other hand, I do regret that I did not have the 
opportunity to enjoy your hospitality and to get acquainted with 
you. 

I want to say in explanation that I have had two bills pending before 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of which I am 
a member. I was the author of those bills. One related to grapes 
and plums, and the other related to the merchant marine. And it 
was necessary for me to stay there to get my “oxen out of the mire” 
in the committee yesterday morning in order that that legislation. 
could get on the floor of the U.S. Senate. And so I did get the bills 
out, I am glad to report that, and for two other of our very broad 
industries and interests here in the State of California. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to make a statement at this time. I 
will reserve my statement in deference to the time which will be per- 
mitted for those who are here from some distance and the local people 
to make their statement. Thank you very much, and I again want to 
Say we appreciate your coming out here. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Senator. 

We are fortunate to have with us today the Director of the National 
Park Service, Mr. Conrad Wirth. Mr. Wirth directs our farflung 
national parks, seashore areas, historic sites, and all of the properties 
that are managed by the Park Service for the Department of Interior. 
Mr. Wirth is one of the outstanding public servants of the United 
States. We are going to ask him to be our first witness to give what- 
ever statement he has and to call any of the other representatives of the 
Park Service who wish to be heard at this time. 

Please proceed, Mr. Wirth. 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE 


Mr. Wirrn. My name is Conrad L. Wirth. I am Director of the 
National Park Service. With me are Regional Director Lawrence C. 
Merriam and Regional Chief of Recreation Resource Planning George 
L. Collins, of our region 4 office in San Francisco. 
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I would like to mention first that the Point Reyes Peninsula has a 
great personal interest to me. In 1935 I was asked by the then Sec- 
retary of the Interior to make an investigation and report on the area 
in connection with an earlier survey we were making of the Pacific 
coast. The outstanding combination of scenic, scientific, and historic 
values that I found seemed to me, unquestionably, to give the area 
national significance. I recommended the establishment of a 53,000- 
acre Point Reyes National Seashore Recreation Area at that time. 

I have often regretted that some action in this direction could not 
have been taken then. In spite of this failure, however, much of the 
same opportunity yet remains, but at a higher cost. 

I know of no a large area in the United States near population 
centers that has been left so unaltered by the hand of man. On the 
east coast, for instance, the 500-mile stretch between Boston, Mass., 
and Norfolk, Va., has become for all practical purposes a vast linear 
city. Opportunities to enjoy the seashore are rare, indeed, and to 
find any sizable natural area along that stretch of shoreline is out of 
the question. Much of the same situation prevails along the southern 
portion of the Great Lakes. And it is rapidly creeping around our 
entire seacost—one of the Nation’s greatest scenic and recreation assets. 

Point Reyes Peninsula can little longer escape this same fate—a fate 
it does not deserve. Estimates provided by the Financial and Popula- 
tion Research Section, California Department of Finance, indicate 
that the current 4.4 million population in the San Francisco Bay 
region wil be increased to 7.2 million in a short 20 years, and that by 
the year 2000, it will have exceeded 11 million. 

Located only 24 highway miles from central San Francisco, Point 
Reyes has already received speculative interest as a potential site to 
accommodate this expanding metropolitan population. As time goes 
by, the presures to subdivide the open spaces on the Point Reyes Penin- 
sula are bound to intensify. If action is not taken soon on a broad 
scale, the intrinsic natural beauties of this area will be steadily re- 
placed by a highly developed suburbia. 

The present proposal to establish a Point Reyes National Seashore 
stems from a recreation area survey of the Pacific coast made during 
the past 3 years by the Park Service. A report on the results of the 
survey was published last March and widely circulated on the west 
coast. 

This survey followed a similar study of the Atlantic and gulf 
coasts. Both studies were accomplished entirely with donated funds. 
The purpose was to determine what important natural areas yet re- 
main that might be preserved, because of their outstanding scenic, 
scientific and other recreation values, for the enjoyment of future 
. generations. 

The natural values on Point Reyes Peninsula are, from the national 
point of view, of such outstanding natural and historical importance 
as to far outweigh the value of the area for subdivision and unin- 
tegrated commercial uses. For instance, the unique cool and moist 
climate of the peninsula is not particularly ideal for continuous 
residential use but it would provide a particularly welcome refuge for 
visitors coming from the hot and dry inland areas of our country. 

These climatic factors, in combination with the great variations in 
topography and soils of the Point Reyes area, have produced an 
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extraordinary diversity of forests, beachlands, grasslands, dune vegeta- 
tion, and marshes. As a result the wildlife exhibits a corresponding 
diversity, ranging from salt water shore birds to birds and mammals 
typical of dense mountain forests. Some 136 species of birds and 43 
species of mammals have been recorded. Six varieties of plants in the 
grassy lowlands zone and other wild flowers of the sand dune area 
are found only on the Point Reyes Peninsula. 

Historically, the Point Reyes Peninsula provides a vast natural 
setting for the living pageant of the discovery and development of 
our west coast. For the Nation as a whole, the most significant part of 
the historical story relates to the possibility that Sir Francis Drake 
repaired his vessel, the Golden Hind, here in 1579 before starting out 
across the Pacific on his journey around the world. Until now, at- 
tempts to verify this fact have been unsuccessful. But continued and 
systematic study of the unaltered scene could possibly uncover the 
remains of Drake’s stone fort—an event which would catapult the area 
into the ranks of our Nation’s outstanding historical sites, since it 
would mark the scene of the first known English habitation within the 
boundaries of the present United States. 

In addition to the prime qualities of scenic and educational impor- 
tance the area offers a vast variety of recreation outlets that, if care- 
fully planned as a consolidated unit and administered as a national 
seashore, could be enjoyed by thousands of people without disturbing 
the natural values I have just outlined. Through such a plan, the 
scenic spectacles of rocky cliffs and vast sand beaches would be re- 
tained in sufficient quantity for public enjoyment of the natural scene. 
The excellent Douglas fir stands combined with remaining specimens 
of Bishop pines, redwoods, and other coastal species would be pro-. 
tected from further cutting and the resulting soil erosion. 

Under the proposed plan the existing villages would be provided 
with sufficient room for future expansion and enough room would be 
left for compatible and historical ranching operations to continue as 
an added economic support of the general area. Along with these land 
uses, strategically located areas for public camping, picnicking, beach 
use, and hiking trails could accommodate several thousand people 
simultaneously in an unobtrusive manner. Existing commercial op- 
erations, such as the pleasure boating facilities at the point and on 
Tomales Bay plus the oyster cannery at Drakes Estero could be en- 
couraged as concession operations to provide for further public recrea- 
tion enjoyment. 

There is a wide support for establishment of this national seashore, 
from both national and statewide sources. The Secretary of the In- 
terior’s Advisory Board on National Parks, Historic Sites, Buildings, 
and Monuments has recommended that favorable consideration 
given to achieving national seashore status for Point Reyes. 

There are those who oppose the plan. Others favor it. Some feel 
that the proposed boundary is too extensive; or they are concerned 
about the effect of the area on their own property. 

It should be pointed out that acquisition of private lands for park 
urposes is normally conducted through direct negotiation with the 
andowners based upon fair market value appraisals by non-Federal 

appraisers. Unless there is some special reason to initiate condemna- 
tion procedures, i.e., to clear title or to acquire land for a critically 
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needed public facility or to prevent adverse types of development, 
every reasonable effort is made to reach amicable agreements with the 
owners for the acquisition of their property. 

In this connection, it is possible for dwelling buildings to be acquired 
subject to the right of the vendor to occupy the property for the 
remainder of his life or, if he desires, for a specified period not to 
exceed his life expectancy span. The value of the life tenancy is com- 
puted on the basis of the “expectation of life” of the record owners 
computed from life insurance tables of mortality. 

Actually, it takes some time to establish a park area and several 
years are usually required to obtain funds to complete acquisition. 
During this period, except in emergency situations, acquisition is con- 
centrated on undeveloped lands. It might be several years, therefore, 
before most. owners would have to make a decision on whether to move 
or sell their property and retain a life interest. 

Some questions have been raised concerning business installations 
within the proposed seashore. Generally, speaking, it is the policy of 
the Park Service to permit the development of commercial enterprises 
within the areas administered by this Service only to the extent that 
such facilities are necessary and appropriate for the use and enjoyment 
of the public, yet consistent with the preservation and conservation of 
the areas. Where adequate accommodations existing or can be devel- 
oped by private enterprise outside of parks, accommodations are not 
provided within them. It is possible that some of the existing busi- 
nesses within the proposed national seashore would be required to 
serve park visitors and would be continued, probably under conces- 
sion contracts if such properties were purchased by the Government, 
examples would include the pleasure boating and oyster cannery which 
I mentioned earlier. 

Concerning the size of the area, boundaries for the proposed Point 
Reyes National Seashore can be drawn precisely after completion of 
our final land use survey, and following these public hearings. S. 2428 
and H.R. 8358 both limit the size of the area not to exceed 35,000 acres 
of land and such adjoining waters and submerged lands as may be 
required. H.R. 10519, introduced on February 17, provides for 55,- 
000 acres. Land use surveys, made subsequent to introduction of the 
two first named bills, indicated that more than 35,000 acres are needed. 
Currently the proposal is for acquisition by the Federal Government 
of all the privately owned lands on the Point Reyes Peninsula west 
of State Highway 1 and Tomales Bay (with the exception of the vil- 
lages and piiianae surrounding lands required for their expansion). 
This would comprise about 53,000 acres. Of this total, 32,000 acres 
would be included in the public use area exclusively for the national 

‘seashore. The remainder, 21,000 acres, consist primarily of dairy 
lands and it is proposed that they would be leased back to the ranchers 
for continuance of that type of land use. An alternate proposal is that 
the Federal Government purchase in fee simple only the land needed 
exclusively for public uses, then purchase scenic easements over the 
remainder in order to guarantee perpetuation of the open space, but 
otherwise leave the dairy ranches under private ownership. 

We have been asked, too, about fishing and hunting in the area 
should it be authorized for establishment. Fishing would be per- 
mitted in the area as would the shooting of migratory waterfowl, 
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subject to existing State and Federal laws, except in areas of con- 
centrated public use. The Service proposes that it be authorized to 
enter into an agreement with the State for the continuation of migra- 
tory waterfowl hunting in such locations as agreed upon. The Na- 
tional Park Service believes, however, that the hunting of upland 
game within the national seashore area would not be consistent with 
the conservation and public use objectives. 

Finally, when an area is proposed for inclusion within the National 
Park System, there is always the question of local real estate tax 
losses. We have investigated the changes that have taken place in 
areas that have been established and we have found that the nearby 
communities have experienced increased employment opportunities; 
that commercial enterprises have expanded and new enterprises have 
been developed to meet the needs of recreationists; that local tax 
receipts have become greater, and that adjacent property values have 
risen. 

In the case of Grand Teton National Park in Wyoming, for in- 
stance, local bank deposits at the nearby town of Jackson totaled but 
$395,000 when the park was originally established in 1929. Today, 
with annual attendance of well over million visitors at Grand Teton 
National Park, deposits in Jackson banks by merchants and others 
doing business locally have swelled to some $4,500,000—more than 11 
times the previous volume of business. 

An illustration as to the increased realty values in the Cape Hat- 
teras area since establishment of this national seashore is the assessed 
valuation of lands in Dare County, in which the area is located. 
County tax records show the total assessed valuation of lands within 
the county was $11,156,752 in 1950. In 1958, after a revaluation of — 
beach property to the north of the national seashore, the assessed valu- 
ation totaled $25,130,457. Thus, the assessed valuation increased 125 
percent. At the same time, tax rates in the locality were reduced 
from $1 to $0.80 per hundred. 

It is our belief that recreation resources, if properly managed and 
developed, offer the greatest opportunity for the economic advance- 
ment of this region. It is not the suggestion of the National Park 
Service, however, that an attempt be made to justify a Point Reyes 
National Seashore on the basis of a dollars and cents benefit to any- 
one. Such a justification could only be secondary or incidental to 
the real need of preserving this outstanding area, for all time, for 
the benefit and enjoyment of all the people of the Nation. We feel 
that this could be accomplished without personal hardship to anyone. 

I should like to make it clear that the Department of the Interior 
is not endorsing the proposal that a Point Reyes National Seashore 
be established, at least at this time. Secretary Seaton recognizes fully 
the need for preserving more shoreline areas and has, in fact, spon- 
sored legislation which would authorize the establishment of three 
such areas. The Department is studying the problem further and 
I can assure you that, although a definite position has not been taken 
on these separate bills to establish a Point Reyes National Seashore, 
the Secretary is keenly aware of its high standing among the Nation’s 
last remaining natural seashore areas. 

I am going to add a little to my testimony, Mr. Chairman, if I may. 
After I went to my room last night, I picked out of my briefcase a 
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few things that I had looked over before I fell asleep, and one of these 
was a publication entitled, “Parks, Recreation, and Open Space 
Projects.” I would like to read one phase of this from a different 
section of the United States, but it outlines a philosophy which I 
think is of utmost importance in considering our recreation program, 
not only at it affects Point Reyes, but our whole way of life in the 
community, in the State and in the county and municipality. This 
is a public document put out by the tristate Newark metropolitan 
region. It goes clear acrossthe country. And it says here: 


No man can know the future. Perhaps it is just as well, for certainty would 
rob life of much of its zest. Yet it is equally true that civilized man does not live 
life of much of its zest. Yet it is equally true that civilized man does not live 
for today alone. He considers his own future needs and those of his children 
and his children’s children. 

Private and public decisions on investment and consumption all imply some 
view to the future. So balance the needs of the moment with those of antici- 
pation for years ahead. Nowhere is this more important than in the considera- 
tion of needs for outdoor recreation. Today’s needs are one thing. Those of 
the future surely will be larger and more intent. Every significant social and 
economic change capable of statistical measurement indicate a much larger 
future than present demand for outdoor recreation. The only real question is 
how large. 

If future needs are to be met, hard decisions must be made now to acquire cer- 
tain areas, develop others, or regretfully to pass up still others. 

Recreation is emerging as one of the most important personal activities in 
the United States. It has had but little formal economic study. Statistics and 
other facts about it are scarce and sometimes unreliable. Even more seriously, 
sharp and meaningful concepts are notable for their absence. Under the cir- 
cumstances, it is not surprising that a large area of uncertainty necessarily sur- 
rounds any estimate of future demand of outdoor recreation. Statistical and 
other techniques long used and and widely known for projects in many branches 
of economic activity, have scarcely been applied at all to outdoor recreation. 
The present study, therefore, like any such study is less precise and less firm in 
its estimates than one would like. It is greatly to be hoped that the next few 
years will see the material improvement in concepts, techniques and analysis. 

Nevertheless, though our studies fall somewhat short of what we would like, 
the indications of increased demands for outdoor recreation are so clear, and the 
extent of the increase is so large that with real confidence we can assert the need 
for major early acquisition of lands to meet our future needs, and they should 
be met. 

When estimated increases and demands for outdoor recreation are compared 
to existing facilities, the only conclusion to be drawn is that there will have to 
be large additions of acreage for recreation. 


And one other very short statement which is a governing factor, I 
believe : 


Leisure is a sharper of civilization. Most of man’s time has, of course, been 
spent at work. But leisure has had an impact upon society throughout history 
far beyond the scant hours that man has been able to devote to it. Leisure time 
is now increasing dramatically. It will be occupying so much more of our time 
that its impact will be unprecedented. 

* Problems and challenges are being raised, and one of the greatest of these 
is the need to provide and enhance opportunity for constructive, satisfying recre- 
ation, especially outdoor recreation. 


_ Then just one more. This may be a little bit humorous, but I think 
it is cute and it emphasizes the point. This is taken from, “House 
Rules in a Carriage Shop in 1880”: 

The rules of this establishment: The employees working here shall dust the 
furniture, clear their desks, and sweep the floor daily. All windows shall be 


cleaned once a week. Hach employee shall bring his own bucket of water and 
scuttle of coal for the day’s work. Lamps will be trimmed and chimneys shall 
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be cleaned daily. Working hours shall be 7 a.m. to 9 p.m. every evening but 
Saturday. On the Sabbath everyone is expected to be in the Lord’s house. 
Employees are expected to trim their own pen nibs to suit ‘themselves. 
It is expected that each employee shall participate in the activities of the 
church and contribute liberally to the Lord’s work. All employees must show 
themselves worthy of their hire. All employees are expected to be in bed at 
10 p.m. except each male employee may be given one evening a week for court- 
ing purposes and two evenings a week for the Lord’s house. After an employee 
has been with the firm for 5 years he shall receive an added payment of 5 
cents per day provided the firm has prospered in a manner to make it possible. 
It is the duty of each employee to put away at least 10 percent of his wages for 
his declining years so that he will not become a burden upon the charity of his 
betters. Any employee who is shaven in public parlors, frequents pool halls, or 
uses tobacco shall be brought before the management to give reason why he 
should be continued in employment. 

I thought that those house rules were quite some-rule. I don’t ex- 
pect as many changes in the next 80 years as in this 80 years but I 
think we are going to have some changes, and I would like to know 
what our present habits today will look like and what we are doing 
today will look like in the year 2000 as to the way we live and the 
way we have taken care of our leisure time. 

hat is my complete statement, and thank you very much. 

I believe you have our list of other witnesses. I think Mr. George 
Collins, who is head of our recreational study in region 4 would be 
our next witness unless Mr. Lawrence Merriam, regional director, 
wishes to say anything at this time. Mr. Merriam indicates that he 
does not wish to testify. 

Then we will call on Mr. Collins who is on Mr. Merriam’s staff and 
who has conducted these studies and has prepared his report. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Wirth. We will hear now from Mr. 
Collins. 


STATEMENT OF GEORGE L. COLLINS, REGIONAL CHIEF OF RECREA- 
TION AND RESOURCE PLANNING, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
REGION 4, SAN FRANCISCO 


Mr. Cotuins. Mr. Chairman, Senator Engle, Representative Miller 
Mr. Callaghan, my name is George L. Collins. I am regional chief of 
recreation and resource planning, National Park Service, region 4, 
San Francisco. 

What Mr. Wirth had to say a few moments ago about the working 
hours of people in 1880, I think, is a little exemplified today on both 
the side of opposition and advocacy of this proposal, because 14 hours 
would have been pretty easy for some of us in this last week in getting 
ready for today. However, I believe in the interests of time, Mr. 
Chairman, it would be-good if I should introduce the various teams. 
It won’t take very long. These specialists have created the thinking 
and done the material work of the exhibits we see around here this 
morning, and they will, I am sure, during the day have to assist in 
answering many of the questions which will be raised. So with your 
permission, I will introduce them. The team handling earth and life 
sciences, that is, exploring into the real physical meaning of the Point 
Reyes Peninsula is headed by James E. Cole, regional chief of the Na- 
tional Park Service of our Teoh of the national park system plan- 
ning. Mr. Cole will stand. 


55881—60——2 
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Mr. Corr. May I introduce the two members of my team, Alan Gallo- 
way, geologist, and Lowell Sumner, a biologist. I think we will just 
stand by to answer questions you may have here. 

Senator Moss. We are happy to have you here today, gentlemen. 

Mr. Coturns. In the team at the work on the story of human occu- 
pation at Point Reyes, that is, history, prehistory and archeology, we 
have as our leader Dr. Robert H. Becker, who is historian with the 
Bancroft Library at the University of California and is a consultant 
with the National Park Service in that capacity. Dr. Becker, do you 
have Dr. Treganza with you ? 

Dr. Becker. I haven’t seen him. 

Mr. Cotiins. There are on this team Dr. John A. Hussey who is not 
here today, Mr. Chairman. He was called away to Oregon on an- 
other mission there. And Dr. Aden E. Treganza, head of the De- 
partment of Anthropology, San Francisco State College. Dr. Becker 
will be here through the day to assist with any questions in the field of 
history and prehistory. 

Then in the field of land use, we have as our leader, Robert S. 
Luntey, regional chief, branch of recreation surveys of the National 
Park Service. 

Mr. Lunrey. May I introduce the members of our team. Mr. Al 
Kuehl, supervising landscape architect; Mr. Ben Howland, landscape 
architect; Dave Hughes, landscape architect; West G. Consign; Don 
Koucks, National Park Service; and Mr. Barnett, realtor and ap- 
praiser and civil engineer. 

Mr. Couuins. Thank you, Mr. Luntey. The final team, the one cov- 
ering the field of economics, is perhaps the most critical work of all to 
us here today, and by dent of very special persuasion they produced 
this preliminary or tentative report on the economic feasibility of the 
proposed Point Reyes National Seashore. This team is headed by 
Daniel F. Burroughs, regional chief, of our branch of State coopera- 
tion in the National Park Service. 

Mr. Burroveus. I would like to introduce Prof. Thomas J. Kent, 
Department of City Planning of the University of California; Prof. 
Julius Margolis, business economist and in the School of Business 
Administration at the University of California; Prof. John W. Dyck- 
man, who is a professor in the department of city and regional plan- 
ning at the university. 

Mr. Coins. Now, Mr. Chairman, those people represent the 
talents, the brains, the research, and planning and so on that have 
gone into the production of the various exhibits you see around the 
wall and the sense of our whole proposal. I think in the interest of 
time, and because the information is available in reports elsewhere, 

.in some of the exhibits and reports that are on the table in the foyer 
for distribution, we will not attempt to have the teams on earth and 
life sciences, history and land use, speak at this time. But the essence 
of our entire proposal is embodied in the first two pages or so of this 
economic report, and I will read several of those paragraphs and say 
by way of preamble that we, as a group of professional planning 
people, those who have been introduced and myself, and Mr. Merriam 
and others of our associates, do feel that the Point Reyes National 
Seashore proposal is sound economically, socially and in every way, 
and we are dedicated to the principle of its establishment as indicated 
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or keynoted on the policymaking side of Government, the Congress, 
through Mr. Engle’s S. 2428 and Mr. Miller’s H.R. 8358, the com- 
panion measure which brought us here together today. 

Now the area under consideration includes approximately 53,000 
acres of land, plus bays, inland lakes, and tidal and submerged lands 
extending one-quarter mile to seaward from mean high tide, or aver- 
age high tide. The State of California generally owns the submerged 
lands, part of which should in our thinking come within the overall 
boundaries of this proposed national seashore. We consider this area 
to be one of the five most outstanding segments of unspoiled seashore 
yet remaining along the Pacific coast. The others are Cape Flattery 
of the State of Washington, the Oregon Dunes, Santa Cruz Island, 
and San Miguel Island of the Channel Islands group off the coast 
of southern California. 

The proximity of the proposed national seashore to one of the major 
metropolitan centers of the United States isa feature that adds greatly 
to the recreational importance of the area; and you will remember 
from our trip yesterday that it was only about 30 miles, and perhaps 
an hour and a half from the heart of San Francisco, and that is a fact 
that adds greatly, in our opinion, to the recreational importance of 
this area. 

Practically all of the lands within the suggested boundary of the 
proposed area are in private ownership at the present time, Mr. 
Chairman. Unlike the Oregon Dunes situation where a very substan- 
tial amount of the land is in public ownership already, this Point 
Reyes proposal involves almost exclusively private lands, and they 
are largely devoted to various operations and beef cattle ranching. 
Under the present proposal the Point Reyes National Seashore would 
be operated under two types of land management. Of the 53,000 acres 
which would be acquired, 32,000 acres would be managed solely for 
public use. Of land situated in the central part of the peninsula, 
21,000 acres would be leased for ranching purposes to preserve the 
present pastoral scene. 

Of course, this is our opinion as to the preference between buying 
all of the 53,000 acres outright and then leasing back the 21,000 acres, 
which we call the ranching area, on our boundary maps. We are 
well aware of the fact that many authorities advocate scenic ease- 
ments, or having ranchers buy an agricultural right. There are vari- 
ous proposals which, in the main, do result in some firm and legally 
constituted means of preserving scenic values and at the same time 
admitting such industrial activities as are economically feasible and 
would not ruin or spoil the area. 

The suggested boundaries include a total of 15 dairy ranches which 
support approximately 7,000 dairy stock, with about 3,175 head in 
active milk production—that is, about half of them are actively en- 
gaged in the production of milk—and 10 beef cattle ranches with 
approximately 3,500 head of beef cattle. Ifthe national seashore were 
established and managed in accordance with the present proposal, 
about half the dairy land beef cattle would continue operation under 
lease agreement. Ranching operations within a portion of the na- 
tional seashore to be reserved for public use would be largely, if not 
wholly, discontinued. 
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Existing commercial oyster beds—which we saw yesterday as we 
flew around there, a very important activity—and the cannery at 
Drake’s Estero, plus three existing commercial fisheries, would con- 
tinue under national seashore status because of their public values. 

Recreation now plays a relatively minor role in the land-use pattern 
within the designated boundaries of the proposed national seashore. 
Public lands are limited to two small developments along the shore. 
One is the county beach just near the Estero, and the other is farther 
north toward McClure’s Point. They do not involve collectively more 
than, I would say, well, within 20 acres, although the people once on 
the beach had the run of it, of course. 

Now the ranching area, as to taxes, our findings are that taxes for 
the entire 53,000-acre area we seek to embrace in the national seashore, 
the 1958-59 fiscal year, totaled $68,696. Tax revenues from the pro- 
posed public use area, that is, the larger area which would be used 
exclusively for national seashore purposes, were $32,607. The reve- 
nues from the suggested ranching area of 21,000 acres, $36,089. 

It is anticipated that the visitors who would use the facilities at 
the Point Reyes National Seashore would be derived from two groups: 
residents within the nine-county San Francisco Bay area, plus Sacra- 
mento and San Joaquin Counties, would account for most of the day- 
use attendance at the national seashore; and then tourists, together 
with residents outside the nine-county ring, who could be expected to 
supply the bulk of the overnight, weokend and vacation attendance. 


In consideration of the population growth which is expected within 
the nine-county bay area, and others who would visit the national 
seashore for day-use types of recreation, it is anticipated that the 


national seashore would receive at least 2.1 million day-use visitors 
annually by 1980. I am emphasizing that a little, Mr. Chairman, be- 
cause there have been prognostications in the last year and a half as to 
who would use this place and how extensively, should it ever be estab- 
lished. And Mr. Burroughs, Professor Kent, and the other people in 
the economics team have studied this a great deal and they are pretty 
sure they have come up with something that they feel they can sub- 
stantiate before you, sir, no matter how hard you work them over. 

Assuming that sufficient campgrounds were provided within the 
national seashore, and that ample overnight accommodations were 
developed by private industry outside the boundaries, it is estimated 
that overnight, weekend, and vacation use could account for at least 
250,000 additional visitors per year by 1980. ' 

The value of the nonrecreational land use of the Point Reyes Penin- 
sula to date has not been great. Relatively few land transactions have 
taken place during the recent year, and average practice per acre has 
, been low. The economic survey so far indicates that the lands which 
would be removed from the tax rolls in the event of national seashore 
establishment would not necessarily result in increased tax burdens to 
other property owners, and that the possible loss of $32,600 in annual 
tax revenues would be more than compensated for by the various taxes 
paid by private commercial activities needed to serve the visitors. 
These facilities would possibly be established around the periphery of 
the area and, as Mr. Wirth has indicated, in operation of such conces- 
sions as might be reasonably expected to develop within the area. 

On the basis of research'to date, the question of whether subdivision 
developments might occur if a national seashore were not established, 
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and increase or decrease the tax burdens of the residents would depend 
largely upon the type of development. However, according to the 
Marin County tax assessor’s office, most of the normal types of subdi- 
visions in Marin County have been found to create a deficit. A na- 
tional seashore clearly would have the consequence of holding to a 
minimum the need for resident taxes and the expenditure of local tax 
revenues for local and county services. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, with those relatively brief paragraphs read 
in the record, I believe that the testimony on the initiative of the Service 
is completed, and that we stand ready as we have indicated here to 
attempt to answer any questions you may have. 

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Collins and gentlemen 
whom you introduced, the staff of experts that have made the study. 
Weare pleased to have you here and as the hearing proceeds, there may 
be occasion when we wish to have you answer questions that may be 
raised. We have the studies that have been made, and they will be, of 
course, incorporated in the records of the committee. 

Do either of you have questions? Apparently there are no questions 
at this time. 

The county supervisors of Marin County were hosts to several of 
us who were given the opportunity to view the Point Reyes area and 
later were hosts at a dinner last night at the Inverness Lodge. It was 
very delightful. We flew over the area in Army helicopters, and I 
think we had a good view of all sections of the proposed seashore area 
from the air. Then we drove in automobiles over part of the area. 


So it was a very enlightening day. 
I would like to call on the county supervisors if they have state- 


ments at this time. Mr. Castro is chairman. Mr. Castro, do any of 
your supervisors wish to make a statement at this point ? 

Mr. Castro. Yes; Mrs. Schultz and Mr. James Marshall. 

Senator Moss. Mrs. Schultz, will you come forward and then Mr. 
Marshall will be the next witness after Mrs. Schultz. If you havea 
prepared statement, leave it with the reporter here. You may, as you 
care, read your statement in full or if you care to highlight it, you may 
do that. The entire statement will be included in the record. 

Mrs. Scuutrz. I think it might be best for the sake of all the people 
from Marin who are here if I read it. 


STATEMENT OF SUPERVISOR VERA SCHULTZ, MARIN COUNTY 


Mrs. Scuurrz. Senators, distinguished guests, and friends, after 
yesterday’s flying, riding, and walking excursion over the Point Reyes 
area, the members of this congressional committee will agree, I feel 
sure, that Marin County is a gem of creation endowed with an im- 
pressive variety of landscapes and seascapes. 

It is being chosen by increasing thousands for their homesites, not 
by chance but because of appreciation of its great beauty, physical 
charm, and Mediterranean-type climate. Those who have made this 
choice, desire to protect, as they share, this unique natural environ- 
ment. 

Residents of the other counties around San Francisco Bay share 
our local enthusiasm for the beaches, wooded hills, streams, and rugged 
shores, and on weekends and holidays join us here in ever-increasing 
numbers, to the extent, in fact, that we now know we must design our 
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highways to carry the 80 percent of the people who on Sunday use 
Marin roads for recreation travel rather than normal weekday travel. 
However, even on weekdays 21.5 percent of the travel on Marin’s high- 
ways is in pursuit of recreation. 

The doubling of Marin’s population in the past decade has proved 
that residential building alone, unless in a very high cost: bracket, does 
not and cannot afford sufficient assessed value to pay the services re- 
quired without consequent spiraling of tax costs. Therefore there 
are those who are attempting to encourage development of light in- 
dustry here, and the board of supervisors officially and financially 
support these efforts. 

In recent months, as more and more of our dairy acres have dis- 
appeared into subdivision development, there has been growing rec- 
ognition that it is Marin’s physical environment that is its natural 
resource, and that preservation of this resource through public re- 
serves (State and National and county park and seashore areas) can 
permit us to participate economically in the great tourist industry 
which is bringing over 5 million out-of-State visitors to California 
yearly. Proponents of establishment of the Point Reyes National 
Seashore Park told the board of supervisors last week that 24 visitors 
per day in Marin will produce as much taxable income as will a perma- 
nent industrial establishment worth $100,000. 

One thousand and ten persons from my own supervisorial district, 
which adjoins the Point Reyes area, have signed petitions this month 
urging the board of supervisors to accept leadership in this proposal 
to preserve for ourselves and for future generations this Point Reyes 
wonderland in its present untouched beauty. I am appearing here as 
an individual to urge its preservation, because as yet the board of sup- 
ervisors has itself taken no official position—it is neutral—pending re- 
ceipt of the complete land use and economic feasibility study being 
made by the National Park Service. 

In urging its preservation, I must also, however, urge that you rec- 
ognize this county’s necessity to safeguard its economic position, which 
will be jeopardized by an immediate tax loss of these acres. Losses in 
this direction can be restored by proper planning and construction 
within and outside the boundaries of the park of assessible properties 
and improvements of value equal to those removed from the tax rolls. 
Secondly, the Federal Government should recognize its obligation 
to provide all services such as fire and police protection, roads, and 
other services, which would be required. 

If the Point Reyes area is not preserved by Federal action, there 
is little possibility that eventually the dairying industry there will 
not also disappear as have the former great ranches between the 
Golden Gate and Novato, and the entire Tiburon Peninsula, to be 
replaced by manmade changes that will obliterate this precious spe- 
cial part of Marin so appropriately called “an island in time.” 

Factual data about the area has been reviewed by three official 
Marin County commissions, advisory to the board of supervisors. 
Each has acted to endorse the creation of the park, and their conclu- 
sions will be considered before the board itself reaches a decision. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mrs. Schultz. Are there any questions? 
A very fine statement, thank you. 
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STATEMENT OF SUPERVISOR JAMES A. MARSHALL, MARIN 
COUNTY 


Mr. MarsHatu. Senators, distinguished guests, and friends, I appre- 
ciate this opportunity to talk with you today about the proposed Point 
Reyes National Seashore. As the chairman of our board of super- 
visors has explained, the official position of the governing board of the 
county is one of neutrality at the present time. Thus, 1 am appearing 
before you today not as a board member but as a private citizen. I 
am not speaking as an elected representative of the people of Marin 
County but only for myself and those whose enterprises and ways of 
living would be changed by the proposed national seashore. 

I was born and have lived and farmed all of my life in the area of 
western Marin County. My ranch is situated about 5 miles due east 
of the most northerly point of the Point Reyes Peninsula, known as 
Tomales Point. The elevation is about the same, so I have an unob- 
structed panoramic view of a great part of the proposed national park, 
all of which remains very foggy during the entire summer. 

We have many foggy days over our ranch through June, July, and 
August, the main vacation months. When we are fortunate enough to 
see the sun, the fog generally clears back only as far as the Point Keyes 
Peninsula and again closes over our area in the evening. This con- 
tinues for days at a time completely enshrouding the entire area in a 
blanket of fog. While this is beneficial to the existing dairy industry, 
it is hardly desirable for recreation. 

I feel very strongly on the subject. of taking over the dairy ranches 
and putting them into public ownership to create a national seashore 
park. The future of all these dairy ranchers is involved in your . 
discussions today. I have not been retained by them but I am 
speaking informally as a Marin County rancher myself. 

In talking with the ranchers I find that all of them are not flatly 
opposed to the national seashore. I believe sufficient park area can be 
obtained by negotiation and that condemnation should not be resorted 
to. 

Some 30,000 acres-plus should remain in private ownership. Most. 
of the Point Reyes Peninsula was privately owned by two landowners 
until prior to World War II. These ranches have gotten out from 
under the yoke of the landlords and now are facing the same problem 
again, 

Under private ownership these ranchers have improved their prop- 
erty and built up dairy herds that rank among the highest herds in the 
State for butterfat production. Also, because of the cool climate and 
the type of feed they can grow, some of the highest quality milk in the 
State is produced in this area. 

If forced to move to other areas, many will be faced with the prob- 
lem of finding suitable locations. The production of market milk is 
highly specialized. Location and area are important. Many of them 
will be forced completely out of the production of market milk because 
suitable land is just no longer available. 

I will not oppose the national seashore reservation limited to non- 
agricultural lands, but will oppose a 53,000-acre national seashore 
including 30,000 acres of dairy land. Leasing back to the ranchers by 
the Federal Government will not be satisfactory to the dairymen. 
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They have just gotten out from under the landlord and they don’t want 
to be collared again. There could be no long-term security on this 
basis. 

On the other hand, if the dairy.lands are allowed to remain in pri- 
vate ownership, I would seriously consider the scenic easement prin- 
ciple, if the easement idea will not reduce property values and will 
not interfere with the proper management of the ranches. As I have 
already said, dairymen on the Point Reyes Peninsula want to go on 
dairying. Under the easement plan the Federal Government would 
guarantee perpetuation of open spaces but otherwise leave the dairy 
ranches under private ownership. 

So that I and other taxpayers throughout the county would not 
suffer taxwise, I would certainly expect in-lieu tax payments from the 
Federal Government. I understand that this was done when the 
Grand Teton National Park was established. I would expect in-lieu 
tax payments for whatever period a tax loss results from taking of land 
off the tax rolls. 

I appreciate your coming out here to see the lay of the land and meet 
with the local people. From this hearing I hope that, in making your 
final decision, the case of the Marin County dairymen will be given 
the consideration to which they are entitled. 

I thank you and if there are any questions I would certainly be 
happy to try to answer them. 

Representative Mriurr. I want to thank Mr. Marshall very much 
for the fine statement he has made, and I would simply like to ask him 
if the sum and substance of his testimony is if the best interest of the 
ranches can be protected that much of the opposition to the proposed 
recreation area would disappear. 

Mr. Marsnatu. I think most of it will. Iam positive of that. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Marshall. 

Mr. Castro. I would like at this time to thank Mr. Miller for mov- 
ing the hearing which was supposed to be held in San Francisco 
over to Marin Siotstey today, and I was also authorized by the board 
to file excerpts of the minutes of the board of supervisors to be in- 
cluded in the record. 

(The excerpt referred to is as follows :) 


[Excerpt from minutes, meeting held April 5, 1960] 


Re Point Reyes National Park. 


A letter was received from the National Park Service regarding the proposed 
Point Reyes National Seashore proposal, read and ordered filed. Also received 
were petitions carrying approximately 3,424 signatures, in favor of a Point Reyes 
national park. Following a general discussion, on motion of Supervisor Fussel- 
man seconded by Supervisor Schultz, the last paragraph of minutes of the board 
of supervisors meeting of September 16, 1958, on this subject, was ordered 
changed as follows: 

From: “Following a general discussion, on motion of Supervisor Marshall, 
seconded by Supervisor Fusselman the board went on record as being opposed 
to the establishment of a national park in Point Reyes until such time as it 
is justified.” 

To: “Following a general discussion, on motion of Supervisor Marshall, 
seconded by Supervisor Fusselman, the board went on record as being neutral 
in the matter of establishing a national park at Point Reyes until such time 
as a competent economic survey has been presented, and the board members 
have had an opportunity to study same.” 

Ayes: All. 
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Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Castro. We are not 
only pleased to hold a hearing in Marin County, but are grateful for 
the excellent facilities we have here provided by the College of Marin 
and the courtesy of the president. Certainly we couldn’t have had 
a better location or finer sunny day on which to be here in this area. 

Representative Mitier. I would like to add my voice in thanks for 
the wonderful reception which we received from the county board 
of supervisors, Chairman Walter Castro, and those who assisted us 
in the conducted tour yesterday. It was a real pleasure and a real 
treat, and we had a fine view of the scene from one end to the other 
and I certainly wish to thank them and everyone who had a part in 
making us so welcome here yesterday. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Congressman. Mr. B. W. Broemmel, 
the assessor of Marin County, will be our next witness. Dr. Uptoa 
of the Marin County Planning Commission will follow him. 

Mr. Broremmen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would prefer to 
read this statement, because there are some figures in here. 

Senator Moss. Fine, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF B. W. BROEMMEL, ASSESSOR, MARIN COUNTY 


Mr. Bropemme.. Honorable sirs, at the request of both proponents 
and opponents of the subject proposal, I, as the assessor of Marin 
County, have analyzed the assessed valuations for the year 1959-60 
to ascertain the influence the proposal would exert on our existing 
property tax base and the impact on the average homeowner. 

I want to say here, this was done rather hurriedly upon learning of 
the 53,000-acre proposal that has been definitely recommended some 
10 days ago, and I would say that the data here in some instances 
may be in error to the extent of 10 percent, but I think that it is suffi- 
cient to be illustrative of what we want to get over. 

First of all, I should like to highlight certain characteristics of the 
county tax base, and of the tax base existing in the area under study. 

Total county tax base 1959-60, $218,393,943. 

In relation to other counties to the south and east, we suffer from a 
lack of commercial and industrial activity. We serve as a home 
facility, or “bedroom” for a great number of our residents who com- 
mute to employment in San Francisco. Home construction, neighbor- 
hood shopping and service facilities for homeowners, dairying, and 
the few industrial concerns we are blessed with, pretty much describe 
our economic scene. Strong efforts are being made to attract desir- 
able types of industry, with some recent successes; however, they are 
not yet significant in the whole picture. I mention these things to 
point up the fact that homeowners in the county carry a much greater 
portion of the local property tax burden than homeowners resident 
in several of our neighboring counties. 

Tax base of the 53,000 acres: 


Assessed valuation of locally assessed property $2, 275, 710 
Assessed valuation of State-assessed public utilities 


$3, 244, 260 

It is noteworthy that while State-assessed utilities constitute 11 
percent of the total county tax base, they represent 30 percent of the 
tax base of the area under study. Two installations alone, the Radio 
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Corp. of America receiving station and the American Telephone & 
Telegraph Co. station, represent 1614 percent of the tax base of the 
area. 

We should also point out that the total assessed valuation of this 
area represents 1.49 percent of the total county base. If the utilities 
remain as they are, and 21,000 acres are leased back for raching, our 
current county tax base would suffer a reduction of 0.58 of 1 percent. 
However, local districts serving the area would not fare so lightly : 


District Percent loss | Tax revenue 
in tax base loss 


West Marin Union School E 25 $16, 665 
Tomales Union High School 14 9, 180 
Point Reves School 10 634 
Bolinas School ss 9 1, 904 


I am frank to state that I am not prepared to make any forecasts 
as to the probable increase in local tax base by development of 
tourist service facilities or in sales tax revenue generated by park 
visitors in the course of time. Meanwhile, the local schools would be 
hit pretty hard; in my opinion any detailed economic survey should 
provide for some relief in this direction, until the expectations of 
the proponents are attained. 

Comment should also be made with reference to the statements 
made under items 21 and 30 in the pamphlet “Questions and An- 
swers Concerning the Proposed Point Reyes National Seashore,” 
published last week by the San Francisco Office of the National Park 
Service. 

Our assessment roll for 1959-60 shows total assessed values for tax 
code areas 54-01, 54-03, 82-00, and 56-01, which pretty much coin- 
cide with the exterior boundaries of the area proposed, as follows: 
Locally assessed property : 

$1, 092, 170 
Improvements and personal property__---------_-_--____---_- 1, 183, 540 


2, 275, 710 
968, 550 


Total 3, 244, 260 


The land valuation of $1,092,170 is derived by application of an 
assessment ratio of 23 percent to the fair market value appraisals 
made in relation to 1956 market levels. The base figure used for 
ranch land at that time was $150 per acre for “100 percent land.” 
If we were revaluing this ranch land today, we would use $200 as a 
base figure. In addition, in recognition of current activities in the 
direction of waterside development, we would shift certain waterside 
areas from valuation on an agricultural basis to a potential home 
site basis. Thus, overall, the current market value of the land for 
assessment purposes would be more on the order of $7,500,000 instead 
of the $5,300,000 our current rolls reflect. Structures and other im- 
provements on land other than utilities would be little changed from 
the 1956 market level of $2,800,000. Thus, for land and improve- 
ments other than utilities, a general figure would be in excess of $10.- 
300,000, on a current basis. Our assessment rolls will not reflect this 
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for a year or two since we are engaged in a continuing detailed re- 
appraisal program whereby we reappraise approximately one quar- 
ter of the properties each year, and rural properties are scheduled at 
a later date. 

I would now invite your attention to the attached chart, which 
projects the additional amount of taxes a property with a market 
value of $25,000 would have borne on the basis of four different sets 
of premises, which are explained at the bottom of the chart. 

The reason we selected the $25,000 property value is that a typical 
home in Marin County is coming to be pretty close to that amount— 
a far cry from corresponding homes available in prewar days for 
$7,000 and $8,000. 

This chart points up the heavy impact, tax-wise, on property own- 
ers in the vicinity of the proposed area and the relatively light im- 
pact on the county rate payers as a whole. 

To forestall a question, I would state that land assessed on a pos- 
sessory interest basis as a result of lease-back arrangements on a 10- 
year basis, with renewal provisions, would be assessed at approxi- 
mately 50 percent of the assessed value placed on ownership in fee 
simple. 


Additional amount of taxes a property with a 
market value of $25,000 would bear in 1959-60 
Location of property 
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1 Under assumption A all of assessed valuation of Point Reyes school district would have been lost. No 
property would be left in private ownership or use. 


EXPLANATION OF HEADINGS 


A. On the assumption that all taxable property within the 53,000-acre area were removed from the tax 
rolls: 


Countywide tax revenue loss $74, 612 
Loss to districts serving over 50 percent of the county tax base__--.--..---------- Lakin otteade 
Loss to districts serving under 10 per ent of the county tax base 


’ 
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B. On the assumption that all taxable property except RCA and A.T. & T. installations were removed 
from the tax rolls: 


Countywide tax revenue loss_ -- -- 
Loss to districts serving over 50 percent of the county tax base__ 
Loss to districts serving under 10 percent of the county tax base 


PROGRES VIENEG MONE « ah np Soho 2 84d = Sey ~ SS oe ele eka 45 4 sd bb 4 agen noon sd eee 137, 334 
C. On the assumption that all taxable property except public utilities were removed from the tax rolls: 


Countywide tax revenue loss 
Loss to districts serving over 50 percent of the county tax base__ 
Loss to districts serving under 10 percent of the county tax base 


ME HTN NE 4 ch SSepah eens Bled ine 2 hen Rianne sas ee anata eke on aaa whe aoe 115, 632 


D. On the assumption that all taxable property except utilities, included in the 32,000 acres designated 
for public use is removed from the rolls, and taxable value of 21,000 acres designated for ranching is adjusted 
to a possessor interest basis, and average amount of leasehold improvements and personal property allo- 
cated thereto: 


Oorminmeride tein: serwenett 009 65s 2 oe 5 oh bi 5. casei 05s cd od ELE $29, 279 
Loss to districts serving over 50 percent of the county tax base__ 
Loss to districts serving under 10 percent of the county tax base 


Total revenue loss 
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With this I conclude my talk, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Broemmel. That is an 
excellent presentation. Mr. Broemmel, would you wait right there 
and perhaps we have a question for you. 

Representative Minter. Mr. Broemmel, would you say that resi- 
dential areas, subdivision areas, in Marin County at the present time, 
the average subdivision, does it pay its own way in taxes? 

Mr. Broemmet. When you take homes within the range of, let us 
say, $15,000 to $25,000 they do not. If we were to take luxury-type 
homes on a 3- or 4-acre basis, something of that sort, or even 2 acres, 
then they carry their way. The main impact on this is in the effect 
on the schools and what they need. 

Representative Mitier. This would have no effect on that at all 
immediately, would it? 

Mr. BroremMet. Well, it would in the local areas at the present time. 
As I indicated in the report here, there would be a heavy impact on 
those schools in the area. There would be no impact on the schools 
elsewhere in the county. 

Representative Miter. I notice in your prepared statement you 
didn’t wish to comment on the effect that any private development 
adjacent to the park area or within it would have on the tax rolls, but, 
of course, that is a key issue, I suppose, of these hearings. Now, would 
you be able to give us any indication of what comparable increase in 
tax revenues might result from private investment in the area? 

Mr. Brormme.. I would like to say this, Congressman Miller, a lot 
depends on the premise on which this development is allowed to take 
place. If we were to predict that some of the area of the highway, 


not included in the park, were to some day become nice residential 
property, and the development of some of these service facilities were 
to be allowed to crop up uncontrolled, we would be hurt on a high grade 
residential situation. I purposely avoided this, because there are so 
many premises on which this can be projentet and I felt that with 


the very fine staff that is going to work on the economics survey, that 
they would probably come up with some answers that would be a very 
fine basis from which to work. There is a lot that goes into it. My 
office doesn’t have the experience of the Grand Teton Park, or Cape 
Hatteras, or anywhere else where these places are. 

Your Park Service should have that data and get it up to indicate 
a likelihood for the experience. I am very hesitant about making any 
erystal ball predictions, because I don’t think they would be very 
reliable because I haven’t the basis upon which the growth would 
take place. 

Congressman Minter. Well, presuming there were some motels 
put up in the Bolinas-Inverness area, for example, do you see them 
as contributing to the tax base of the county in substantial measure? 

Mr. Brormmet. They would if they had a successful type of op- 
eration. There again, we come into the realm which I am not sure 
of. Take your summer months, bread and butter money to one of 
these motels, as to what the likelihood is of people coming down into 
an area of fog during that time—what will their vacancies factor 
be? Because in assessing motels we have to take into account their 
income. It might be a long range thing that could develop in time, 
but what would happen in 10, or what would happen in 20 years? 
My crystal ball isn’t that good yet, sir. 
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Senator Enere. May I make a comment, and ask a question. Mr. 
Broemmel, I happen to believe that where a natural resource area, 
whether it is a recreational area or a forest area or whatever is set 
aside for the benefit of the people of the Nation, that the whole local 
people and the local tax agencies should not be required to carry the 
full burden of that benefit which is reserved for all the people of 
the State and all the people of the Nation. And as a consequence, 
over a number of years I have sponsored legislation to provide for 
in lieu tax payment to local government. A bill for that purpose is 
presently pending on the calendar of the United States, and I think 
we will get a hearing on it in the Senate, but it is a very limited bill, 
and we have never really been able to get a good measuring stick. 
We have provided a little in lieu tax here and there for local gov- 
ernments, Dut in a situation such as this we have not provided in this 
legislation for in lieu tax payment. It can be provided. My view is 
that the local people should be put back in status quo, that is, that 
these school districts and the county government ought to be put 
back even. But how do you determine when the county and the dis- 
trict is back even? Because it is asserted on one side that additional 
business will be brought in. We have people, for instance, coming 
to Congress and clanging on our doors to establish military installa- 
tions adjacent to their towns, and then coming back and asking us 
for in heu taxes because the Federal Government wants land for 
those military installations. Itis very difficult to manage the problem. 

Now what I want to ask you is this, because I have known county 
assessor for years—lI served as district attorney in my own county 
for several years, and I know that you people have a very practical 
way of getting your hands on the problems. Woud it be possible for 
us to write in this legislation an in lieu tax provision that would 
place upon the general taxpayers of the Nation, and the users of the 
park, the me area itself, the obligation of keeping even on the 
taxes up to and until such time as it was demonstrated that the in- 
creased business activity resulting from the establishment of the 
park had put the county and local districts back in status quo as far 
as tax receipts were concerned? Would that be a feasible and reason- 
able arrangement ? 

Mr. Brormmet. Senator Engle, I think it could be worked out. 
There would be some administrative problems. For instance, say 
the most favorable impact first came out of sales tax. At the present 
time sales tax revenue in unincorporated areas accrues to the county. 
It doesn’t find its way into the school channels. 

Senator Eneue. I know you have your problems, but suppose we 
do this: We will establish a board to undertake to decide where we 
have arrived at this point. You will be on it and a member of the 
Park Service would be on it and the two of you would select a third 
member, and you would come to a decision on this. Do you think 
that would be a practical arrangement, so when these in lieu taxes 
were put into operation, that they wouldn’t go indefinitely but only 
until such time as the business development, if it occurs from this 
recreational resource, has brought into balance the tax loss which 
is suffered initially by these local districts and by county govern- 
ments? I just ask you whether you think that is a practical idea. 

Mr. Broemnet. I think it is a sound idea. 
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Senator Eneie. Thank you very much. 

Witu1am Fusserman (Marin County supervisor). I wonder if a 
question could be asked from the floor at this moment? Mr. Broem- 
mel, or anyone who could answer it, for the sake of the record, I think 
it might be well that a definition be given here. The question has been 
asked, as I gathered, did these homes of $25,000 and so forth, pay their 
own way? Now I am a member of the board of supervisors and we 
sit periodically on budget and tax rate. We seem to be paying our 
own way, and I am curious what the definition is. I hope I have 
made my question clear. 

Senator Moss. I think I understand your question, whether the tax 
that is paid by a home owner of a $25,000 home is sufficient to carry 
the expenses of the county, provided those were the only taxes paid. 
Can you answer that question, Mr. Broemmel ? 

Mr. Brormme.. I believe I can in this way. It is going to have 
to be a general answer. I think it was some 8 years ago that a very 
thorough study was made in San Mateo County on the matter of 
the home owner, what it cost to educate his children in relation to 
what the tax revenue was from that particular home. And later on, 
some 3 or 4 years later, or thereabouts, a similar study, not as detailed 
but a similar study, was made by the Marin County auditor. 

The point is, that when we say paying your own way, certainly we 
don’t mean to imply that our home owners are chiseling. That is not 
the point. The point is that there is a terrific amount of State money 
that has to come in the way of school assistance to supplement the 
needs of the district. And those areas where we have a mass of, say, 
the $15,000 homes at today’s values, for example, the State has to con- 
sider these in view of the attendance. These are homes productive 
of children, two, three or four. And the requirements to serve that 
attendance requires the status of an impoverished district and the 
State has to come along and help finance it. After all, where does 
that money come from? It comes from all of us in the State of Cali- 
fornia who are paying sales tax and soon. That is the point. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Broemmel. 

Dr. Upton is the next witness, and then Mrs. Summers. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM F. UPTON, CHAIRMAN, MARIN COUNTY 
PLANNING COMMISSION 


Dr. Upron. Mr. Chairman, Senator Engle, and Congressman Miller, 
ladies and gentlemen, I have a very short statement to read, but ap- 
pended thereto are some studies that the planning staff and the com- 
mission has carried on over the past 2 years. 

In consideration of the fact that the Board of Supervisors of Marin 
County, the U.S. Senate Interior Committee, and numerous citizens of 
Marin and the bay area are presently engaged in public discussion of 
the proposed National Seashore on the Point Reyes Peninsula, the 
Planning Commission of Marin County would like to make some ob- 
servations which it feels have a bearing on the question: 

1. The present population of the metropolitan bay area is esti- 
meio at 3,691,000. The population is expected to be 7 million by 

_ 2. Large portions of this population use Marin County as a recrea- 
tion resource, to the extent that at a frequent intervals throughout 
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the year attendance at our existing parks and beaches exceeds capacity. 

3. The Point Reyes Peninsula possesses scenic, recreational, bio- 
logical and geological attributes which, to those who enjoy these 
aspects of life, have immense value. 

4. The future highway system presently contemplated by the State 
would be adequate to serve the proposed National Seashore. 

5. It has been the experience in Marin County that dairy ranching 
uses give way to residential uses, once urban growth has reached the 
borders of dairy lands. 

6. Large sections of the Point Reyes Peninsula have been shown as 
part of the land use master plan of Marin County since 1937, and part 
of the adopted recreation master plan of Marin County since 1943. 

7. Preliminary studies by the staff indicate that potential economic 
benefits to the county from the proposed park would be greater than 
those realized from present use or from future possible residential 
use. This finding would be subject to confirmation by the economic 
study now being conducted by the National Park Service. 

These observations represent what we feel can be stated with assur- 
ance at the moment. Anything further would represent judgment 
and preference, which all of us possess as individuals, but which, as 
a commission, we prefer to withhold until more complete and reliable 
studies are available tous. Factual material supporting this statement 
is attached. 

(The supporting data follow :) 


DATA PERTINENT TO THE POINT REYES SEASHORE PARK PROPOSAL 


The following report is a compilation of facts that bear on the Point Reyes 
Seashore Park proposal, assembled by the planning staff in fulfillment of the 
planning commission directive by their action of Monday, March 21, 1960. 


NEED 
Population projections * 


Percent Percent 

Estimated, 1980 increase increase 
1960 from from 

1960 1960 


United States: 2..2.2.-.2254.. 177, 426, 000 | 204, 222, 000 35, 32 
California 15, 187, 000 20, 038, 000 2 ¢ 68 
3, 691, 000 4, 788, 000 51 

138, 000 201, 000 260, 88 

150, 700 180, 700 71 

160, 000 254, 290 317, 700 98 


SOURCES 
1 Bay area transit report. 
2 Department of commerce. 
3 Planning department, Marin County. 


EXCERPT 


“The proposed West Coast Skyline National Parkway,” prepared by Wilsey & 
Ham, January 1960. Note: Population projections coincide with those quoted 
from the newspaper account of the San Francisco Bay Area Council, who gives 
the Department of Commerce and the Army Corps of Engineers credit for the 
population projections. 

“With the State population of 15 million and a bay region population of 
3,500,000 recreation facilities along the coast are already heavily used, in some 
cases overused. 

“It is easy to anticipate a need for greatly increased facilities in the face of 
predictions for a State population of 40 million and a bay region population of 
10 million by the turn of the century. 
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“This alone would indicate more than a twofold increase in the present de- 
mand without even considering the increasing pressure on California recreation 
facilities by the rest of America. 

“The country as a whole will gain more than 50 percent in population during 
that time, and the development of jet transports and a continental freeway sys- 
tem will put many more potential tourists within range of the Pacific Ocean. 

“The number of tourists in California from out of State increased 132 percent 
in the years 1940-53. 

“Adding to that an estimated increase of about 40 percent in per capita out- 
door recreation by the turn of the century (based on California water resources 
study in the Cache Creek Basin), it becomes apparent that at least a three- 
fold increase in demand for outdoor recreation facilities in this region is a very 
conservative estimate. 

“At the present time there are some 12,000 acres of recreation land lying along 
the proposed four-county route. If it could be assumed that the acreage re- 
quirement per recreationist remained constant while the number of recreation- 
ists increased, then it is possible to foresee a need for an additional 24,000 acres 
along that route. Examination of State and local recreation plans reveals no 
such amount of land presently earmarked for recreation purposes in this area. 

“The conclusion seems inescapable that this region of prime national recre- 
ational importance is not going to meet the challenge of the next 40 years with- 
out assistance from the nonresidents who share in the enjoyment of the re 
sources.” 

EXISTING USES 


Seven ranches producing beef cattle. 

Eighteen ranches with dairies. 

Six ranches that lease pasture land. 

One ranch, with a portion in vegetable produce, Turney. 

One ranch, with a portion in bulbs, Marshall. 

One ranch, with polo horses, Tevis. 

Oyster beds in leased tide lots from the State Lands Commission, Coast 
Oyster Co. 

One ranch, recreation, Bolima Club. 

RCA communications. 

Pacific Telephone & Telegraph, communications. 

Thirty (more or less) residences and small farms. 


USES INDICATING TRANSITION AWAY FROM AGRICULTURE 


Subdivisions 


“Paradise Ranch Estates”: Record of survey, map dated October 1950; 6.95 
acres; 6 lots. 

Unrecorded map of Paradise Ranch Estates (as noted on the assessor’s parcel 
books). Remaining 200 acres in holding is divided into 96 parcels from one-third 
to 1 acre or more in area. 

“Drakes Beach Estates’: Preliminary subdivision map submitted to the 
planning staff for review in March. Area in first subdivision: 50 acres, 80 lots 
proposed. Total holdings, 930.17 acres. 

Dr. Ottinger cattle ranch: Ranch between the two above named developments 
consisting of 1,090 acres. There have been preliminary talks and inquiries 
with the staff concerning the development of a portion of the land for sub- 
division. 

“Bolima Club”: There have been inquiries and a conference with the staff 
regarding subdivision of a portion of the land, which has been purchased from 
the Tevis. Co. 

“Noren Estates”: 11 acres and 9 lots approved by planning commission with 
conditions. Approved by board of supervisors with conditions. Remaining 
acreage in holding : 272 acres. 


Logging 


While logging is usually reported under “agricultural products,” the logging 
on the Point Reyes Peninsula is being done on three ranches: the Bolima Club: 
Now being considered for subdivision of a portion. Palomarin Ranch: The only 
other product is from a nursery. Stewart Ranch: Sweet’s lumber mill location 
and also a dairy. ’ 
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ESTIMATED HOLDING CAPACITY IF DEVELOPED RESIDENTIALLY 


A, factor of one dwelling per every 0.66 acres of gross area was used to esti- 
mate the total number of dwellings the Point Reyes Peninsula could hold. This 
factor considers that there would be “green belt” areas in a similar proportion 
as is shown on the North Marin master plan, and all community facilities and 
public and quasi-public services on terrain similar to North Marin planning 
areas. Source: Analysis of North Marin master plan land uses in proportion 
to gross planning area. 

Sample acreage of Point Reyes Peninsula: This figure is the major portion 
west of State Route 1, but excludes RSA, Pacific Telephone & Telegraph and the 
urbanized places along the west shore of Tomales Bay. 


Acre per dwelling (see preceding paragraph) 


Estimated dwelling units on 53,000 acres 
Average family size for total county 


Estimated population 


Dwelling units 
Average number of pupils from kindergarten through high school, per 
dwelling unit 


K-12 pupils 
K-6 pupils, at 600 pupils per school, 43 elementary schools 
7-8 grade pupils, at 1,500 pupils per school. 5 upper grade schools 
9-12 high school pupils, at 1,500 per school, 9 high schools 


There were estimated to be about 46,180 dwellings in the total county on 
January 1, 1960. The estimated holding capacity for the Point Reyes Peninsula 
is three-fourths of the present population of the county. 


EFFECT OF URBANIZATION ON TAX RATE 


The cost to government for urbanized areas is reflected in the tax rates of 
existing school districts (1958-59) as compared with school districts in farm 
and rural areas. 


Taz rate and tax distribution in typical code areas within each school district 


Total County Air Rapid 
School district rate rate Schools | Harbor | polution | transit 


Hospital | Library | Lighting 


West Marin Union 
Bolinas 

Point Reyes 
Novato Unified 


HISTORY OF TRANSITION 


/ As urban development moves into agricultural areas, more Government serv- 
ices are required, cost to Government increases, and the tax rate increases. 
The operating ranches share in paying for these higher governmental costs. 
Eventually the ranch owner yields to other land uses to get more monetary 


55881 O—60——3 
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return from his land. In other words, he cannot continue to operate eco- 
nomically and his land begins to be worth more in dollars as subdivision land. 

Examples of conversion of ranches to subdivision in eastern Marin in the 
last 10 years: 

1, Bostick Ranch, Tiburon: 544 acres; fringe subdivision, 498 lots, includes 
Belveron Gardens. 

First subdivision recorded: May 10, 1949, Hacienda Terrace; April 1, 1950, 
Belveron Gardens. 

2. Freitas Home Ranch: 1,200 acres. Existing lots, 1,050; ultimate estimated 
between 2,600 and 3,800 dwelling units (includes multiple). 

First subdivision recorded : March 17, 1954, Terra Linda unit 1. 

3. Texeira Ranch: 963 acres. Bxisting lots, 1,159; ultimate, 1,670 lots. 

First subdivision recorded : June 24, 1955, Marinwood unit 1. 

4, Petri-Paganini Ranch: 1,566 acres. Existing lots 257; ultimate estimate, 
1,200 (more or less). 

First subdivision recorded: September 17, 1958, Marin Golf and Country 
Club Estates, unit 1. 

5. Herzog Ranch, North Marin: 616 acres. Existing lots, 488; ultimate esti- 
mate, 1,150 (more or less). 

First subdivision recorded: April 15, 1955, Loma Verde, unit 1. 

Other ranches that have sold recently for subdivision or being marketed for 
subdivision : 

Fegundas Ranch, Lucas Valley Road, 552.98 acres. 

Silva Ranch, southern Marin, 1,700 acres. 

Reposa Ranch, Tennessee Valley, 89 acres, option on remainder. 

Roy Ranch, West Marin. 

Portion, Green Gulch Ranch, 51.5 acres, southern Marin, being developed by 
the owner. 

Pinentel Ranch, Lucas Valley Road, 323.64 acres on the market for sale for 
subdivision. 

Portion, Nunes Ranch, Lucas Valley Road, 448.16 acres on the market for 
sale for subdivision. 

ACCESS ROUTES 


The principal access routes to the Point Reyes Peninsula from any of the 
portals of Marin County are— 

State Route 1, the Shoreline Highway. 

The proposed new freeway following generally Sir Francis Drake Boule- 
vard, west to Point Reyes Station. From an interesection easterly on this 
route, a new route (Route 252) goes north, through Novato, and intersects 
U.S. 101, the Redwood Highway. 

These two routes are part of the California master plan of freeway 
routes, passed in June—effective September 17, 1959. 
Both are to be developed as freeways. 

State Route 1 has been under study by the division of highways and a 
selection of the route, from several routes studied, will be made soon, and 
public hearings will be held early this year. 


MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS—MARIN COUNTY 


The land use master plan of Marin County, adopted October 26, 1937, shows 
the forested areas and the entire shoreline of the Point Reyes Peninsula set 
aside for recreational purposes. 

The recreation master plan of Marin County, adopted April 26, 1943, contains 
the following in the text of the master plan: 

“Point Reyes scenic reservation project (description and location omitted) : 

“This reservation is of sufficient size, varied scenic beauty, and scientific in- 
terest in the matter of native flora, animal and bird life to be of regional, State, 
and possibly of National interest. It should be developed as a large forest pre- 
serve with access provided by roads through a part of the area (Pierce Point 
Parkway) and by adjacent roads (Sir Francis Drake Parkway and Shoreline 
Parkway) with other sections left accessible only by trail. The greatest value of 
the area for park purposes can probably best be served by preserving the reser- 
vation from intensive use and development. To attract great crowds to this 
area would be to lose much of the present quiet and seclusion. To overdevelop 
the park would result in the loss of its unspoiled wilderness character. 
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“As such it could be of great benefit for the enjoyment of residents and tour- 
ists for weekend camping trips, or in some instances a vacation area in which 
to ‘pack-in’ and camp for extended periods. The Pierce Point Parkway would 
afford people the pleasure of Sunday scenic drives as well as the opportunity for 
picnicking, horseback riding, and hiking. 


“Eventually it would be desirable to establish a fairly extensive system of foot 
and bridle trails.” 


NOT ALL RANCH OWNERS LIVE ON THEIR LAND 


Ranches operated by tenants 


Owner Tenant 


Dairy ranches: 
Ed. Camados 
W. Temonia_--__- 


No one lives on the ranch; Mr. Gal- 
lagher lives at Nicasio but attends to 
the stock on the ranch. 


Estimated total acreage of Point |..-........_.-.-.--0.--.-------2+2------ Bot SiS Hot Les 
Reyes Peninsula (exclusive of 
areas residentially devel- 
oped along Tomales Bay) 
(rounded). 
Mees Oy eotnamnes WeeneeeD. 1.5.3 t 3c cessed. a gh ied Steeles 21, 500 
feed is is 39 percent of the 
and. 


’ 


Preliminary notes: Mrs. Kelham, owner of the 8,023—acre Bear Valley Ranch, 
is an absentee owner. 

Mr. Travis, of the Lake and Wildcat Ranches and former owner of the Bolima 
Club (a total of 4,011 acres), is an absentee owner. 


EXAMPLE OF INCOME FROM TOURIST INDUSTRY 


Excerpt from the Tourist Trade in California, by Kenneth Decker, March 
1955 : 


“RELATION OF TOURIST PURCHASES TO TOTAL RETAIL SALES 


“Retail store sales in California in 1948 totaled $11 billion. In addition, serv- 
ice establishments, such as auto repair, hotel, tourist courts, amusements, laun- 
dry, and other similar personal services totaled $2.2 billion. 

“Combined retail and service sales,were thus $13.2 billion. 

“In the same year of 1948 tourist expenditures were $569.3 million. This 
represents 4.3 percent of total retail and service sales in 1948. ‘Tourist retail 
trade purchases were 2.8 percent of retail trade store sales and 11.9 percent of 
service trade sales.” 
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Quotation from Mr. Cuddy, of California, Inc. : 
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tourists of tourists 





Bay area: 
SL cist ache ne aauke donhaanemieebiccosas chansudscabeutsier hunt ekwasndre 883, 200 $44, 217, 300 
i, Pct ica cht ncecdccnnecesenastaessgaenhewncnandsyremensae 1, 496, 000 70, 141, 700 
SOUR § 64a bn oop sh Gad IE Ss WL BAAM LO Boe. Side 1, 549, 000 72, 588, 300 
iy Ait, wninit steetln shine ght brews ncadune kage bonipenr anseenebeshncs 1, 538, 800 75, 563, 800 
I. ie one ud denap va cas an owes haath. wick - Sete h cutee thiaib anaes sal 1, 468, 400 71, 071. 400 
Be & Uae k Patina, LOL SER EN ia. <tr dbk ic cudubonksdtdecd bamboaseucaen 1, 622, 900 1 85, 690, 334 

Northern and central California: 
ch sihidks tA etiiaeannanndted >< Menenin*teh= ii =teiaibintin ont viel EEE Resi ncicensces-- 
Ee oe COOUNE aan onda seh ag na eng sco nh eeeeTbakn ce awed asus coach oan Sy GET Bis <<05454...-- 
RN libonwwiditembudstndbodddctewwwinidbesthmiwubbivteds SE, BID AoW ei oc tkn.- 
lett RNR acd haducrncesdsoesnes ebecchasepakendeneseaeees pens TE be cnedncccon-<- 
rt ns lalla re ee a 108, OOD 2 
Ss oo eee UOC CE DUT nada cs coccetachocuatcsncuocosdupteeeeRcecss 2 0G, COR fea s'3. 4.252. 


1 Average spent: $12 per day. Average stay: 4.4 days. 
Source: Sta? report, Apr. 4, 1960, Marin County Planning Department. 


Point REYES PENINSULA SEASHORE AREA STUDY 
OBJECTIVE 


The primary objective of this study is to determine the potential economic 
benefits or liabilities to Marin County by the reservation of a public recreational 
area at Point Reyes in comparison to existing or other potential uses. 

Particular research was done to obtain information to determine: The travel 
habits of the vacationing public which might come to a Point Reyes seashore 
recerational area and the extent and kinds of expenditures which would be made 
in the vicinity of ‘the area; the principal values the recreational area could have 
in terms of public appeal in order to determine its usage; the facilities which 
would be required, and would be taxable by the county, as a result of the impact 
of large numbers of visitors. 

APPROACH 


(a) Secured available data— 

1. Attendance at Marin’s present recreational areas as a guide to num- 
bers of visitors, home origin of visitor, accommodations desired and length 
of stay. 

2. Reports on studies of Yosemite, Mount Shasta Ski Bowl, Great Smoky 
Mountain National Park; basis of studies was questionnaire filled out by 
visitors. 

3. Asistance of recreation and research departments of California State 
Chamber of Commerce. 

4. Assessor’s records, Marin County. 

5. New Hampshire tax studies on dollar distribution by class of property. 

(0) Analyzed data to find comparables for Marin with Point Reyes as poten- 
tial. 
PRELIMINARY FINDINGS AND ASSUMPTIONS 


(@) Existing acreages, assessed values, and tax income on Pieree Point and 
large unit from Marshall’s ranch and Bear Valley ranch, south; excluded shore- 
line fringe. 


Assessed valuation (on 21,479.74 acres): Real estate, improve- 


ments, personal property, unsecured, and public utilities__._..__.__ $560, 115. 00 
Tax revenue, at total tax rate ($1.26 average tax per acre) ---____- 27, 158. 55 
Tax revenue, at $2.30 general county rate ($0.59 avreage tax per 

ROTO) n-nonane nnn nen ennn nn nnn see gen n--- sean men 12, 882. 30 

(bd) Assumed: 


1. On basis of Urban Land Institute study of San Mateo County, that a resi- 
dential development (including its service commercial) is not self-supporting 
taxwise. This was also substantiated for schools on the basis of planning de- 
partment studies of Marin County. 
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2. Potential of Point Reyes area if a public recreation area: 1 million visitors 
per year: 


Comparisons: 
Muir Woods National Monument (1958-59) _-_._--____._-_-_.-__ 476, 277 
MU I insite neghnsinon guage ogee arteeeninee 1, 196, 083 
Tosemite Wational Park. 2 fs lee ce Ut 1, 189, 343 


3. Early use would have present user-characteristics of Samuel P. Taylor State 
Park where: 


Percent 

ee I Ue ov ew pec natin sce Pots egeapesnanetce mene ceo. ean ete ora earner ae 94 
QuRRIGe BAY BCR a anemic map iit Gite BIL ZC OL eee 6 
NR sec bite deniuelinnpigiln ba hipunn cpio sinh eeninmeg- 3 qemu aaa 100 
BERRI CCE TEN) is Sind eosin opts bh beads tense ce Abasrindte cease 33 
@Gibeon  Vidktiwes Jolt  oIhR be) LOS a) ee ee ee 67 
UD in ih get th le aca ER td Si AS yh OE la ts ical 2 linia ts saat a 100 


Also that 80 percent of visitors would come for daytime only and 20 percent 
would stay overnight. A daytime visitor would spend $2 per day and an over- 
night visitor would spend $7 per day, and stay an average of 3 days, or spend a 
total of $21 per visit. Estimated average $5.80 per day per visitor ( Yosemite, 
1953 : $11.17). 

With facility development and State and National recognition, use-habit will 
more likely approach Yosemite which serves all of California ; three persons from 
California to one from other States. 

This changing pattern increases overnight accommodation requirement and 
restaurant use and doubles income. 

4. Income potential, at 1 million visitors with initial bay area user pattern: 
Dollars to local merchants, $5,800,000. 

Income potential with full Yosemite-type use, based on 1953 index, $11,170,000. 

5. Tax revenue to county : Sales tax, at 1 cent, $13,984. 

Real property : We have no accurate estimate as yet. New construction would 
be motels, restaurants, service stations, grocery stores, specialty and general - 
merchandise shops, club, camps, etc. 

A guide is that $150,000 accrues to Mariposa County annually from conces- 
sions in Yosemite. Additional income from businesses in vicinity supported by 
Yosemite visitors estimated at $278,000. 


1 65-unit motel with restaurant-bar and pool on 5 acres now in 
Marin produces on land, buildings, personal property, and un- 


wecnred:; Welustionis Sec sete <oe ojo All Lh ie $7, 942. 17 
S$ sneh mnite World progiice. 2. 64-4040 5.5 5 ben epee 23, 826. 51 
1 service station assessed at $17,250 on building and land only has 

or Wee PONIN E Saia  k et a, etek ae als aio kee 1, 380. 00 
4: BOEVICR BEBTIONE ons ent ence cee SE Se eee 5, 520. 00 

6. Secondary distribution $5,800,000 (dollars to local merchants) .:* 
Purchases: fron wholesalers... 3 2. 5 ns enone $2, 633, 200 
Fe Meee a tae Salata le easel Lunt apg she ont ahd ace 1, 357, 200 
Rent and operating expenses_=___-________________--_____-_---__ 1, 241, 200 
a tec les ean pce ad ee ee aes 568, 400 


Other thoughts: 

1. Money which is earned in Other areas and spent in Marin benefits 
Marin County people through both tax and trade channels. 

2. In New Hampshire, recreation types of property (in the whole State) 
provide 10.6 percent of the total local property tax yield. In some areas 
this percentage went as high as 97 percent. 

8. In a Union County, N.J., study by municipal accountants 17 years after 
development began on a large park, property values had increased 631.7 per- 
cent on properties affected by development as compared with a citywide in- 
crease of only 46.6 percent. 





1 Basis: Bureau of Public Administration Service study, Kenneth Decker. 
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Dr. Upton. I would also like to say that when a project of this type 
comes into the county, it is incumbent upon the county to do some 
thinking and some planning, and these appended portions will bear 
out that, we have done so. 

One other thing I would like to say: We have before.us at. our next 
regular planning commission, this next Monday, a subdivision in this 
area that is coming up for consideration. 

Thank you, it has been a pleasure. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Senator Upton. 

Representative Mitter. Dr. Upton, there has been a proposal that 
the recreational area would be a good idea, but not the substantial 
land known in the land-use plan as ranch area, and that that should 
be retained under private Rasatouanant Is there anything in the 
Marin planning master plan or in the authority of the Marin County 
Planning Commission which would enable you to move in and prevent 
the improper or—I don’t want to use an invidious term—but an un- 
wise use of that for residential or any other purposes ? 

Dr. Upron. I think it would be quite a difficult thing to do. We 
have it on our master plan shown as recreation, but unless some agency 
such as the Federal Government or the State reserves that property 
for that purpose, we are faced then for whatever use is legal under 
the existing zone. 

Representative Minter. Do you see any prospect of this developing 
in the future? 

Dr. Upron. Prospect of an area developing as residential ? 

Representative Mitter. Prospect of the ability of the county plan- 
ning commission or any other agency of the county government of 
controlling the development out there in the future. 

Dr. Upton. Well, it can be controlled to a degree, but I think the 
only way that it can be controlled in a manner that is consistent with 
what everyone is more or less trying to do here is for some agency 
to purchase the property. Otherwise, we. have to accept what the 
zoning implies, 

Congressman Miuuer. Dr. Upton, we have had excellent testimony 
from Mr. Broemmel, and I would like to ask you whether you believe 
that the property value enhancement of adjacent areas to the proposed 
park would be a fact, or would it not. 

Dr. Upron. Well, that is a matter of getting some gradual informa- 
tion. I, however, believe that if the area is properly planned with 
areas for commercial, residence, motels, I would think that the loss 
would. be—I won’t say in the near future—but in the future would be 
regained. 

Representative Miuter. Do you have any suggestions to offer this 
committee as to what should be done in the interim in which there 
would be a tax loss? 

Dr. Uprron. Well, I would think that Senator Engle’s suggestion 
of an in-lieu tax that could somehow be administered and terminate 
at the time that the tax moneys received became commensurate with 
what we would exnect at that time. “I think that is a fine suggestion. 

Representative Mriter. I might say that I am supporting the in- 
lieu tax measure in the House of Representatives. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Dr. Upton, for a fine statement. 
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Mrs. Summers, do you have a written statement, or would you like 
tomake an oral one? 

Mrs. Summers. Senator Moss, and gentlemen, I do not wish to make 
a statement at this time. However, with your permission, I would 
like to have my time go to our State Senator, John McCarthy, who has 
to leave very soon and would like to make a short statement. Would 
this be honored ? 

Senator Moss. All right, you may yield to Senator McCarthy. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN McCARTHY, CALIFORNIA STATE SENATOR 


Senator McCarruy. Thank you, Mrs. Summers. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I want to commend 
you and the National Park Service for rendering us a report that I 
am sure is going to have valuable information for the development of 
recreation in Marin County. 

I would like to say at the outset that. my position in the past, as far 
as the problem of recreation goes, has always been in favor of con- 
structive and orderly legislation leading up to proper recreation 
facilities in Marin County, and which I do think in the county to date 
we have many thousands of acres of land that are serving the poner 
of this community and the people of the entire bay area, the Sacra- 
mento Valley, the San Joaquin area, and other places in the State to a 
great degree. 

I would like to pose a few questions to you gentlemen to seriously 
consider, and some of them you have already heard. One of them 
is the school question on which I think Senator Engle brought up a 
very fine suggestion, and I don’t know how it could be worked out, _ 
but at least it 1s something to consider. 

I would like to call your attention to some of the facilities that 
the Federal Government already has in Marin County and which I 
believe sincerely could be developed to the greatest extent. I call your 
attention, Mr. Chairman, to this one dear paradise that we have in 
the San Francisco Bay and that is the paradise of Angel Island which 
I do believe could be developed into one of the finest recreational 
centers in the world. It is owned mostly by the Federal Government 
at the present time. The State department of natural resources, 
through the cooperation of the Federal Government, has a number of 
acres of land and they are acquiring other land in that vicinity for the 
development of recreation for our citizens. 

We have a proposal before you that the legislature passed by resolu- 
tion of a Golden Gate Parkway—I sometimes wonder what happens 
to the resolutions that come to you in Congress from our legislature— 
but I have a pretty good idea. I do think the legislators in the bay 
area and the legislature passed a resolution asking for the cooperation 
of the relinquishment of land for the Baker and for the Funston to be 
developed into a recreational center. I do think some thought should 
be given to that, to have these areas developed, and the areas that 
would not be necessary for recreational purposes could be turned over 
to the county for bid of private enterprise to go ahead with a program. 

I would like to ask your consideration, and I know that a lot of 
thought has been given to this specific problem, and that is, if we are 
going to purchase 53,000 acres of land for recreational purposes, I do 
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think that provision for rights-of-way or access ways, ingress and 
egress, should be provided by the Federal Government and State gov- 
ernment jointly. I think some definite plan should be sonsidered. in 
this important problem. 

As you know, there are thousands and thousands of people that 
are going to. use these facilities. Certainly they should have the 
proper egress and ingress as far as the highways are concerned. 

I think that sums up my statement. I am pleased that you came 
into Marin County and I am sure you are quite satisfied with the 
beautiful geographical area that you have observed. 

Senator Enere. Senator, I especially want to comment on your 
statement with respect to the Funston and the Baker and certain 
other of these military installations, and to say to you that Will 
Rogers, Jr., of the California State Park Commission was in my 
office the other day. He outlined some of the studies that are being 
made by the State with reference to the possible recreational areas. 
My view is we are running out of time to save these areas for future 
generations. He pointed to some of these military installations. I 
told him that I seriously objected to the military sitting on large areas 
of land, of which they made no use and which represented great 
practical value to the peope of our State for recreational purposes, 
and that whenever the State park commission got up backbone enough 
to pass a resolution asking for some of these areas to be taken over, 
that I would very happily introduce legislation to kick the military 
off them. 

And I want to tell you that, and say to you that I haven’t any re- 
luctance at all about getting into a fight with the military over. some 
of these areas which they Hould not have, which they are sitting on, 
which they are not using and which ought to be set aside for the 
general public of our State. And I hope that the California State 
Park Commission and those State legislators, of whom I know you 
are one, will take intent interest in that matter and will take a good 
hard look at it. And whenever I can help you get into those areas, 
Iam going to doso. 

Senator MoCartny. Thank you. There is no difference in agree- 
ment in our positions on that statement. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Senator McCarthy. 

I have a telegram from Will Rogers, Jr., chairman of the State 
park commission that will be placed in the record at this point. 

(The telegram is as follows:) 

BEVERLY HI1s, Cair., April 13, 1960. 

Senator FranxK Moss, 

Chairman, Senate Interim Committee Hearing, 

Olney Hall, Campus of the College of Marin, Kentfield, Calif.: : 
* We in California are desperately anxious that the beautiful and historic Point 
Reyes shoreline can somehow be preserved for the recreational use of future 
generations. I understand Governor Pat Brown has made an important state- 
ment on this matter. Mr. De Turk, chief of our division of beaches and parks, 
will be present at your hearings and only a longstanding commitment in Los 
Angeles keeps me away. Please rest assured that the division of beaches and 
parks will assist your committee in every way possible, for while we are proud 
a this is a California asset we know that in reality it is of national importance 

n scope. 

Best p personal regards. 

: Witt Rocers, IJr., 
Chairman, California State Parks Commission. 
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Senator Moss. Our next witness will be Mr. Shoemaker, supervisor 
of Sonoma County. 


STATEMENT OF LEIGH SHOEMAKER, SUPERVISOR, 
SONOMA COUNTY 


Mr. SHoemaker. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I hap- 
pen to be one of the representatives of a neighboring county fronting on 
the bay area, Sonoma County, which is my county, and I am a super- 
visor. I suppose it might be considered that I am campaigning here— 
I can’t conceive of a better way to influence people and lose friends 
than to take a stand on this issue at this time. 

My attitude on this thing is that never in my life have I been so 
impressed with what I saw yesterday afternoon from the air. As we 
hovered over the area, Point Reyes seashore area, I thought for a 
moment I had been down in there but not completely covering the en- 
tire area involved—I thought I was looking down on a series of about 
10 golf courses. I never saw such a beautiful park situation in my life. 

t this point I am going to take a very definite stand as to what 
I think personally, as a neighboring county representative, should be 
done with this particular asset as lying in the lap of Marin County. 
My only sincere regret is that we do not have something of a similar 
nature in Sonoma. I have a very definite thought in mind what I 
would attempt to do. 

Senator and gentlemen of the committee, there are two or three ob- 
servations I think I could add. Definitely, there has been an almost 
complete coverage from a technical standpoint, I assume, from the 
rather dignified staff of officials who are there today. It does appear 
there has probably been no stones left unturned. It occurs to me that 
this observation should be made and I think it is very pertinent : In the 
State of California there are approximatley 1,100 miles of coastline. 
Of the 1,100 miles that we have, there are probably 200 miles plus or 
minus a mile that are still reserved as available to the citizens of our 
great State. Now my guess is that that 200 miles that still remains 
available to us is perhaps inaccessible in great part because of the fact 
that it is cliffs, and you can’t get to the shoreline so there is a definite 
need for more coastline for use of our citizens. 

I am very impressed with some of the remarks that have been made 
this morning concerning tax losses. True, they are important. They 
are substantial in a county.of this type where every time, as your 
supervisors can well attest, they are concerned about taxes. Senator 
Engle and Congressman Miller, I am impressed with the observations 
you have made concerning in-lieu taxes. It is not new to you, it is not 
new tome. It just happens to be one of the major curbstones, should 
we say, of the National Association of County Officials, and that, as 
you know, is comprised substantially of county supervisors. We have 
been pushing as an organiaztion for the past several years for in-lieu 
taxes for Federal holdings in the various States and counties of our 
Nation. We recognize the need for the preseravtion of some of the 
natural God-given assets that. we have, plus our timberlands, plus 
these military installations that Clair Engle has indicated he is going 
to take on. 
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Senator Engle, I see, has stepped out of the room for a moment, but 
I would like to indicate to him that he is taking on the best, the most 
armed military there is in the world. And I understand there is one 
of the Nike missiles centered on his office in case he goes too far. How- 
ever, I admire his courage, and I hope he is successful, because it is 
obviously something he has in mind and it is pretty obvious it should 
be attended to. 

Representative Miuter. I might say he has taken them on numerous 
occasions as chairman of the Interior Committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives for the last 10 years. 

Mr. SHormaker. It does occur to me that this in-lieu tax situation 
is something that should be pushed by any governmental forces that 
are available to us as citizens of the United States. 

Now, I wish to commend the attitude that Supervisor Marshall 
indicated and some of the other questions pertinent to this matter of 
the dairy industry. I, too, feel in addition to the economic value of 
the dairy industry which is in our county, and our State, it is desirable 
to retain those dairies where it is possible to do so, not disturb them. 
We need the economic product that they give us plus the fact of : Why 
disturb any more of these farm agricultural values that we have in 
our State by various and sundry developments? And I believe there 
is an additional reason why we should retain the dairies that we have 
seen in this area. There is a definite esthetic value to be derived, I 
think, from leaving these dairies status quo. I concur in that think- 
ing. I think it should be done. I am sure the committee is making 
that observation as they go along. 

I am talking substantially off the cuff. I appreciate the opportunity 
that has been presented to me, Senator. I wish to commend certainly 
you as a committee for the research that you are doing in the various 
obvious inexhaustive information that you have gathered. I think 
the civic leaders of Marin County are to be commended. I think the 
citizens are to be commended for their substantial interest in this. I 
have no way of knowing the feeling that is being exhibited here by 
your presence today. You have not made any standing ovation one 
way or the other, but I am inclined to believe there are two sides of 
the question and you are representing both sides. I feel you are to be 
commended for your attitude of consideration of this thing in a dem- 
ocratic way. 

I wish to indicate to you that as good citizens, loyal citizens and 
Christian citizens, you have a very definite moral responsibility to look 
to the future, the generation to come. I think I am going to quote 
off the cuff and from that black book I think it is Proverbs 13 :22 or it 
might be 23: “A good man leaveth an inheritance to his children’s 
- children.” 

Thank you very much. 
Senator Moss. We appreciate your fine statement, Mr. Shoemaker. 
Mr. Schallinger will be our next witness. 


STATEMENT OF ERNEST SCHALLINGER, CHAIRMAN, CITIZENS’ 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT OF MARIN COUNTY 


Mr. ScHat.incer. Senator Moss, members of the subcommitee, and 
Congressman Miller, my name is Ernest Schallinger. I am chairman 
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of the Citizens’ Advisory Committee on Development of Marin 
County. 

The citizens’ advisory committee is appointed by the Marin County 
Board of Supervisors and directed by them in their resolution dated 
October 29, 1957, to “analyze and recommend on its own initiative or 
upon request of this board or other public agencies or civic bodies 
of the county any proposal or measure which affects directly or indi- 
rectly the orderly development of Marin County, with particular 
attention to measures which may affect blight or its prevention.” 

On April 8, 1959, this committee undertook the study of the Point 
Reyes National Seashore Area for the purpose of making a recom- 
mendation to the board of supervisors. 

We are presenting to you, herewith, a copy of the citizens’ advisory 
committee on development of Marin County “Report and Recom- 
mendation to Board of Supervisors re Point Reyes National Seashore 
Area.” 

Representative Minter. I notice, Mr. Schallinger, in reading the 
report that the committee recommends that a portion of the park be 
retained for private development and a portion for public purposes. 
Is there any indication. in the report or in the considerations which 
the committee gave as to whether the County of Marin is capable of 
enforcing the standard which would adequately protect the private 
sector as recommended. 

Mr. ScHauLincer. One of the suggestions made to the board of 
supervisors was that they recommend strong zoning ordinances in 
order to protect this area. 

Representative Mriter. Does the committee believe that as a prac- 


tical matter such strong zoning ordinances are possible? 
Mr. ScHALLINGER. It does. 
Representative Minter. That’s all. 
Senator Moss.” Thank you very much; Mr. Schallinger. 
The report will be a part of the record at this point. 
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Citizens' Advisory Committee on Development of Marin County 


Report and Recommendation to Board of Supervisors 
re Point Reyes National Seashore Area 


COUNTY: OF MARIN 


SAN RAPAEL, CALIFORNIA 


ERNEST SCHALLINOER, Chetmen 
MELEM EWING NELSON, Seowery 


Board of Supervisors March 15, 1960 
County of Marin 

Court House 

San Rafael, California 


Gentlemen and Mrs, Schults:; 


Subject: Report and Recommendations on Hearings 
before the Citisens' Advisory Committee 
on Development of Marin County 
re - Point Reyes National Seashore Recreational Area 


At its April 8, 1959, meeting, the Citisens' Advisory 
Committee on Development of Marin County initiated as a major 
activity a study of the proposal by the National Park Service 
to create a national seashore recreational area on the "Punta 
de los Reyes." There appeared to be a need for information on 
the issues, a need for deliberation, and a need for hearings 
before taking a stand. The use of the word “issues” is 
deliberate; because of the nature of the problem, opinions re- 
garding humane, economic, political, and other aspects of the 
situation, besides available facts, were to be considered. 


The Committee has done its best to arrive at an 
evaluation of the problem and to make recommendations in the 
interest of the County. Without epology, it must be stated 
that this has been done with a limited amount of time and 
money available for study. The results are based on the ob- 
servations of members of the Committee and on the re 
of the hearings. The Committee has viewed the complex situation 
and makes its recomiendstions with no intent to be categorical 
or to imply that its views are inclusive of all considerations. 


In summary, the Citisens' Advisory Committee on 
Development of Marin County recommends to the Board of 
Supervisors as follows: 


1. That the Board of Supervisors support the creation of a 
National Seashore Recreational Area 


Except in the most general terms, not one presentation in- 
cluded population forecasts; the growth of the Bay Area 
Basin population is, in the minds of this Committee, the 
raison d' etre for a "recreational area." Estimates for the 
growth in population of the Bay Area range from six to 
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to seven million by 1980, up to 10 million by the year 2000. The 
Point Reyes area is unique in providing a pastoral and natural 

setting and beach and seashore area close to a large and growing 
reservoir of population. | 








2. That the Board of Supervisors limits its support to an area not 
greater than 28,000 acres. 


As long as Marin County is a political and economic entity, and 
must remain self-supporting, it should be chary of releasing large 
areas of future income property without some provision being made 
for compensatory contribution to the County Treasury. As one of 
the smaller counties, and one of light industrial development, the 
County must look to every means to protect its solvency. 














This Committee also believes that posterity should be served, but 
not by dedication to a seemingly casual and erratic program of 
acquisition. The creation of parks is not, presumably, the ultimate 
aim of society, except in the minds of an esoteric few (the National 
Park Service, Societies of dedicated persons, etc.) We believe 
that any program of the National Park Service must be shown to be 


# sound and eminently justified in view of the needs of the people 

y in the Bay Area ex, in view of the plethora of park proposals 

y for the Bey Area now before the public, in view of the "due 

“ process" clauses applying to the present residents, and very 
specifically in view of the effect on Marin County which we 
believe cannot afford to lose 28,000 to 55,000 of 330,000 acres 


without due consideration of the County's obligation to remain 
self-supporting. 


It is logical to believe that this area is no longer rural in 
real estate terms, In the opinion of this Committee, it seems 

evident that eventual general taxation etc, and urban use revenue 
will be larger than the park or park traffic could replace, 
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The casuistry exposed in a sequence of proposals (27,000, 35,000, 
and 55,000) is an implicit indictment of the objectivity and im- 
partiality of a governmental agency and the proponents of the 

park. The point made here is not to be dismissed lightly. 


If, after a period of years of acquaintance with the area, of 
‘observation and some study of the area, gross adjustments of 
judgment of 100% are made, then the question arises as to whether 
the proposal for 55,000 acres should be taken seriously, A 
wooded upland and a seashore area are proposed; access and other 
problems to the contrary there is no established ipso-facto 
justification for acquiring an additional 100% in acreage (28,000) 
to serve as a buffer for the beach area alone. 





















The casual nature of the proposals that have been presented to-date 
(vis., the expansion of acreage from 27,000 to 55,000 in a matter 








30 


. The need for controls on the development of the area is, nevertheless, 
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of months) is not commensurate with the pressure built up for the 
establishment of a seashore area. One is left with the feeling 
that there is some “ambition” fueling the movement for acquisition, 
Whether it is aggrandizement of bureau or person, the quest for 
55,000 acres is too casual to be given serious consideration without 
considerable additional study by the Supervisors, Under any other 
circumstances minimal surveys would be considered incommensurate 
with the propaganda pressure for the large area requested, 


There is no question but that some of the proponents of the perk 
idea have vague ideas as to property rights and the "due process" 
principle clearly stated in our constitution and inherent in our 
political system. The simple fact that a good many people like 
the area and "think" it should be a park is no-real reason for 
condemnation of private property. The unconscious sophistry 
illustrated by this idea is illustrated by the presentation before 
us of the Point Reyes National Seashore Foundation: This group 
presented the bland and very general statement that they were for 
the acquisition to "preserve for all time for the benefit and 
enjoyment of the people the superlative scenic, scientific, historic 
and recreational resources of the Point Reyes Peninsula"; but 

that beyond this, any facts or opinions they would eventually 
present would come from the survey which the Park Service is to 
present this year. The proposals skirt the phrase "National Park", 
perhaps because it is evidently not so unusual or unique or 
spectacular in nature as to warrant preservation for its intrinsic 
qualities, 


A number of other points of principle should be considered in the 
discussion regarding what might be called the casual acquisition 

of an area equal to the originally proposed area for the purpose 

of protecting the beach, The preservation of a pastoral scene 

seems out of place in this location in the Bay Area, The argument 

is used that this area may be developed into a residential com- 

munity and thereby its quality destroyed. With the proper controls 

by the County development does not mean deterioration, but proper 

and good economic use of the land, People have the right to live 

in a beautiful place; viz., the many handsome communities in the 

Bay Area and on the coast south of San Francisco, The County can, 

and we believe should, make rigorous effort to govern the develop- 

ment of the area so that it will be in’keeping with the natural 

beauties of the site. The County can discourage massive, crowded, 
uniform, deadly developments. This is not a remote area; it is 
definitely within the area of close future suburban development, 
and should be held open for the use of the people to develop as 1 
residential commmnities, if they so desire. : 


That the Board of Supervisors, through its various County agencies, ; 
set up well defined plans and controls for the preservation and 
proper growth of that portion of the Point Reyes area not absorbed 


by the proposed “seashore area." ; 


| & 


j 
: 
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an urgent and vital one. Unless there is some planning of a 
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definite and directed type, there is a possibility of exploitation 
and grievous damage to the area by unhindered and uncontrolled 
real-estate development. The need for proper control of growth 
suggests that the supervisors might well initiate a masterplan for 
this part. of the County. It seems evident that uncontrolled develop- 
ment could despoil the area. 


le That the Board of Supervisors demand certain concessions regarding 
"in-lieu" taxes from the National Park Service and other financial 


and operating conditions as may be deemed fit. 


; It appears imperative that the County should demand establishment 
# of a procedure or means by which the County would be reimbursed for 
3 undoubted future losses of revenue. As mentioned previously, we 
bs believe that the eventual taxes, urban use revenue and such would 
. be larger than the park or park traffic could provide. Equitable 
a measures of tax replacement are desirable for any areas taken, 

rs based on continuing and periodic re-evaluation. The County mst 
4 support itself; it is small, is poor in industries, and is to a 

4 large extent a "bedroom" for San Francisco. In view of these 

4 points, it seems desirable and imperative that some "in lieu” 
revenue be secured. : ; 


We feel the County Assessor should make a study and recommendation 
concerning what he believes to be the projected tax revenue for 
this area. It is evident, with large realtors acquiring land in 
the area, that informed dealers in property believe in a not too 

z distant enhancement of all land values on the Point Reyes Peninsula. 


The supervisors might well make a statement in support of the 
people who would be displaced by the proposed seashore area, While 
a "good citizen" might be expected to ask only a reasonable price 
(rather than a maximum of market capacity) for selling his land 

for a park, nevertheless, each man rightly desires to protect his 
interests, and his heirs’ by being diligent on their behalf; nor 
should the citizen be prevented from selling at near current private 
rates, even though he makes a profit. The fact remains that he 
should not be penalized in comparison to his associates in the same 
area who could realize a handsome profit; and the further measure 
should be applied that the citizen should receive enough for his 
land to enable him to set up in another area of equal productivity 
near his present market, 


Several of the "Comments on Recommendation 2" also apply to 
Recommendation , 


S. That the Board of Supervisors make a critical review of the 
Government's proposed study and facts as presented by the National 
Park Service . That the probable 55,000 acre proposal be most 


critically investigated . 


A further argument against the 55,000 acres for a park follows: 
8, a In the Bay Area Press in recent months there has been discussion 
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of proposals to establish park areas closer to the metropolitan 
centers than the proposed Point Reyes Seashore area. There are 

tate parks proposed in da, on both sides of Golden Gate Bridge, 
and there is also a plan for a regional parkway extending for a 
considerable length of the California coast. A recent report in the 
San Rafael Independent-Journal speaks of a proposal to acquire severa] 
thousands of acres in Marin and San Francisco for state parks. This 
would indicate that there should be coordination, with regard to 
actual requirements for park and recreation areas, between the State, 
County, Local Authorities, and the National Park Service. 


There appears to be an agency philosophy to acquire land and then 
worry about its development; quoting Mr. Robert Hatch, Division of 
Beaches and Parks, State of California: "We have concentrated on 
acquisition, recognizing the principle that if we have the land 
we can always develop it... * 


Several of the comments on Recommendation 2 also apply to 
Recommendation 5. 


That the Board of Supervisors establish a stand and make a formal 
and strong representation of their opinion to Congress. 


It ig suggested that the Board of Supervisors memorialize, in 
vigorous terms, our representatives in Washington, the National 
Park Service, the State Park Division, the Congressional Committee 
handling park legislation, and all other agencies which have a 
direct decision making capacity on the establishment of a seashore 
area in the County. 


On June 13, 1959, five members of the Citizens' Advisory Committee 
flew over Point Reyes for a view of the area, while during the summer 
other members of the Committee traversed various portions of the territory 
on foot. 


The Committee invited interested groups, agencies and individuals 
to appear at its meetings and present their opinions and whatever facts 
were available to them. The following appeared before the Committee 
(transcripts of their presentations are appended to this letter): 


1. U.S. Department of the Interior 
Division of Recreation Resource Planning (National Park Service) 
Spokesman: George L. Collins, Regional Chief 


County of Marin 
Planning Commission 
Spokesman: Mrs. Mary Summers, Planning Director 


County of Marin 
Spokesman: B.W. Broemmel, County Assessor 
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West Marin Property Owners Association 
Spokesman: Bryan R. McCarthy, Attorney 


Marin Coast Chamber of Commerce 
Spokesman: Captain A. S. Oko 


College of Pacific 
Pacific Marine Station 
Spokesman: Dr, Joel W. Hedgepath, Director 


California State Division of Beaches and Parks 
Spokesman: Robert Hatch, Supervisor of Project Investigation 


Point Reyes National Seashore Foundation 
Spokesman: Mrs. William Eastman, Secretary 


Marin Conservation League 
Spokesman: Dr. Paul Wilson 


We are also attaching a list of items that were suggested by 
our Committee for consideration in presentations regarding the park 
area. Comments of the Committee are included. 


Yours sincerely, 


ERNEST SHALLINGER c 
Chairman 


This report was prepared 

by Leslie J. Meszaros, Chairman 
of the Sub-Committee on Parks, 
Recreation and Shoreline 
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CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT 
OF MARIN COUNTY 


List of Suggested Subjects for Discussion of 
POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE RECREATIONAL AREA 
(Given to those who appeared before the Committee) 


REGARDING THE AREA: 


le 


26 


360 


he 


5e 


6. 


Te 


8. 


Fe 


Physical nature of area. 

This is an area of natural beauty. 

Uniqueness of area. 

The absolute uniqueness of the area can be questioned, 
Suitability of area (beach and upland) for park. 

It is agreed that the area is suitable. 

Taxes produced; tax basis; appraisals. 


This has been discussed in the previous portion of this 
report. 


Number of pieces of property; acreages. 


There are about 30 people who have what would be considered 
large holdings. Several parcels are in thousands of acres. 


Is property fallow or being operated. 


Most of the wooded area is normally fallow, except for the 
Stewart Ranch which is being logged. The grazing land is all 
in use. 


Present productivity of area for timber or agricultural 
use, or grazing. 


Possible productivity of area for timber or agricultural 
use, or grazing. 


There is no question but that the cleared areas are 
productive agriculturally, and that the timbered areas could 
be productive for both timber and later for agricultural use. 


Actual loss of revenue by removal of land from tax rolls: 
to County; to State. 


The loss of revenue has been considered in the earlier portion 
of this report. 
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10. Number of owners of property; is property operated as prime 


business of the individual; absentee owners; opinions of 
owners regarding the park. 


As has been mentioned, the number of large property owners 
is about 30; two of the largest holdings are held by absentee 
owners. 


REGARDING ACQUISITION: 


1. 


26 


30 


he 
Se 
6. 


Te 


Need for park, or preservation of area. 


We agree there is need for a seashore recreational area and for 
preservation of portions of the area. 


Procedure for acquiring: ‘purchase, condemnation, evaluation 
(basis for appraisals), assurance of fair return to working 
ranchers, etc. 


Mr. Collins has commented, in a general way, in his talk on 

the procedures for acquisition of property. We believe that 

it may be possible to obtain many more benefits and adjustments 
for a recreational area than would be possible in the establishment 
of a national park. The assurance of a fair return to the ranchers 
and other property holders should be endorsed, we feel, by the 
Board of Supervisors, by a statement to this effect, 


Possible conditions that could attach to acquisition; in lieu 
taxes, policing, non-profit schools and camps, retention of 
family properties (on long term lease, onec), concessions and 
limitations thereon, fencing, etc. 


The possible conditions attaching to an acquisition, as far 
as the County's interests are concerned, should be established 
by the Board of Supervisors acting with the advice of the 
County's legal, fiscal, and planning divisions. 

Possible direct revenues to County. 

Benefits to County. 

Benefits to society. 


The "in lieu" taxes basis for benefits should be established on 
a flexible and future adjustable scale, 


Is a reasonable acreage proposed. 
We believe 28,000 acres is a reasonable and adequate area for 


incorporation into a national seashore and recreational area, 
The 35,000 and 55,000 acres proposals are not presently justified. 
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REGARDING OPERATION OF "PARK": 


1. 


"Adjunct" expenses: County roads, schools, additional 
policing, public services (fire control, road maintenance, 
etc.) required because of creation of park. 


Some of these items are already proposed, as additional roads 
to the area; the other items, we feel, would come in due time 


anyway, even with development of the area for residential 
purposes, 


Effect on nature of aaneaes properties: Building, zoning, 
(degrade or upgrade). 


We would estimate that there is no cause for concern regarding 
the effect of the park on downgrading adjacent properties. 


Effect on local crime. 


We feel that the policing problem is minor. 


Beach problems: California State experiences and practice. 


This would be a problem for the park service. Comments regarding 
the usability of the beach, from opposing sides, present an 
interesting contrast. It is our observation that people use the 
beaches whether they can swim there or not. The contradictions 
evident in the positions of some of the advocates pro and con 
are interesting: Mr. Trumbull, ex of Mr. Broemmel's office, 
indicates in one breath that the beach, in his opinion, is not of 
use for recreation and, in the next breath, speaks of the value 
of the land and its desirability if developed for housing. 


Contributions to the local economy (taxwise, or other). 
This has been discussed in the body of the report. 
Effect on local dairy and beef production. 


We feel that some especially dolorous statements have been 
made on behalf of the farmers, In this, in Los Angeles 
Counties, and in other places in the State we know of many 
areas where cattle are surrounded by the traffic of modern 
life, seemingly with no harmful effect in production. 


Effect on radio installations, 


We have no direct communication from RCA on this matter, If 
RCA is concerned about the effect of beach traffic on the 
operation of its stations, one might reasonably raise the 
question as to the effect of local traffic if the area were 
developed as a residential area. 


Does National Park provide better recreational use than 
State parks, or County parks. 


All people who use parks seem enthusiastic about all parks. 
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ALTERNATIVES: 


l. 


Retain status quo. 


We feel that part park and part private land provides the 
best solution to the proposal before us. 


Predicted use of land and development of area under private 
control. 


We have suggested in the body of the report that plans and 
controls be established for the area. 


Possible destruction of unique national site. 


We agree that if the area were developed wholly as private 
property, without control, it probably, and most likely would 
result eventually in the disappearance of the natural and 
unique attributes of the area. This applies particularly 

to the wooded stretch from Bolinas to Inverness Park. 


Possible elimination of unique recreational area. 
The- same comments apply here as for 3, above. 
Possible larger tax return under private ownership. 


We believe that there would definitely be a larger tax return, 
eventually, under private ownership of at least a part of the 
land. By this we mean that we subscribe to the idea that a 
portion of the land should be developed as a park, but that 
we do not subscribe to the idea of the engulfment of the 
entire area to preserve a stretch of beach. 


Weigh general social benefit of park vs. retention and 
development of area under private control. 


The body of the report contains our comments regarding these 
points. 





POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT 
OF MARIN COUNTY 


Reqular Meeting - June 10, 1959 


Speech of MR. GEORGE L. COLLINS, Regional Chief, Division of Recreation 
Resource Planning, United States Department of the Interior 


Note: This is one of a series of hearings relative to the establishment of a 
National Park or recreation area at Point Reyes, inviting both proponents and 
opponents, together with interested parties to appear, in order to arrive at 
a recommendation to offer the Board of Supervisors. 


Thank you for inviting us to come this evening. We are always glad to appear when 
time and energy will permit. 


I understand from Mr. Meszaros that probably most of you -- if not all of you -- 
have seen this report (United States Department of the Interior, National Park . 
Service, Pacific Coast Seashore Survey, Preliminary Report, Point Reyes Peninsula, 
California Seashore Area, June 30, 1957). One copy was all we could loan Mr. Mes- 
zaros for the Committee's use, for the simple reason that we just don't have any 
copies. One copy must be in the office in an open file at all times. We have kept 
one in the field and the one you are returning this evening will go to Mrs. Eastman. 


As most of you have seen the report, it will probably not be necessary for me to 
reiterate very much of the background that brought the report about. I might say, 
however, that some twenty or twenty-five years ago when I was in the Director's 
office in Washington, the planning people on the east coast (including many in the 
National Parks Service) became quite concerned at the rapidity with which places 
of fine potential for public use were disappearing into private hands, or at least 
being so obligated to other than public uses that it would never be possible again 

to consider putting them to work for park or recreation purposes for the benefit 
of the general public. Several proposals were made for the Gulf Coast and the 
Atlantic Coast at that time and some of them progressed to the point of establish- 
ment either as state parks or federal areas. Most of them did not, and have been, 
I think, lost. : 


Then, a few years ago, another wave of interest on the part of the general public 
began to manifest itself, and private funds were made available for the service I 
represent to make a survey - not a definitive study, but a general, fairly compre- 
hensive survey of the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts to ascertain what possible park 
and recreation areas remained and what to do about them. That survey caught the 
interest of many officials in Federal, State and local government positions. It 
was so satisfactory to the donors of the original funds that they offered to supply 
additional money for a similar survey on the shores of the Great Lakes and on the 
Pacific Coast. With the money thus made available a survey of the Pacific Coast 
was made, leading to this report. 


One result of the survey is the proposal for the Point Reyes peninsula now under 
consideration. This area is one of several on the Pacific Coast which we felt was 
and is deserving of special attention. It is probably one of the finest areas of 
its kind on any of the coasts of this country. Therefore, we recommended that it 
be considered for major status as a seashore recreation area at the behest of 
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either the State or the Federal Government or a combination of the two. We didn't 
really have any special category, except that we didn't think it was a national- 
park type of area, exactly. We thought of it as a national seashore or a large 
state area such as a State park. 


We found that the Division of Beaches and Parks of the State of California had also 
examined this area but, for one reason or another, they had never been prepared to 
follow through with their explorations to the point of any exact recommendation. 


As you all know, the land place of Sir Francis Drake has been variously placed in 
the Estero and in the outer bay, and in San Francisco Bay, even as close to where 
we are tonight as near San Quentin. Of course, the fact that Dr. Heizer and 
others have proved rather clearly that Drake was here somewhere on this peninsula 
is enough to give the Drake's Bay country and the Point Reyes peninsula a certain 
aura of historic prominence and a national importance that it might not other- 
wise have had. Although we do not know -- I don't think anyone knows, so far as 
I am able to determine -- from historians, qualified archeologists and others, 
exactly where Drake did anchor his boat and go ashore, Dr. Heizer is sure from the 
phonetic w ay of spelling certain words that appear in the Fletcher journal that 
they were native Indian words used by people in this immediate vicinity. This is 
good proof but does not show just where he landed. If the exact spot could be 
found, certainly a national monument status should be recommended just as in other 
places where events occurred of great prominence in American history. 


There are other features in this report which, in our opinion, set this place apart 
as one of great prominence, dignity and importance. For instance, ecologically 
there are creatures and resources here that are found north and south of here; it 
is one of the rare points of interdigitation where you find a meeting of many 
species, many kinds. You have rather high country -- 1,00 feet above sea level 
within approximately three miles of the sea. You cut across a couple of life zones; 
there is wonderful marine life and terrestrial life of great value that is repre- 
sentative not only of this particular place but of places to the north and to the 
south and in the whole natural history story which we might term under one word: 
Ecology. This is, I can assure you, a very wonderful and very prominent place. A 
man who is internationally schooled in appreciation of terrain and landscape, etc. 
and who was in the area very recently with Mr. Lunty and others, said that it was 
equal to--if not superior to-- St. John Island in the Virgin group (where I spent 
considerable time and made studies many years ago), or Cape Hatteras National Sea- 
shore, North Carolina (where Mr. Lunty is well acquainted and where I, too, have 
worked in the past). The man also remarked that this would warrant aanboned park 
status in his book and queried what we were waiting for. 


Now, I have recited a few things informally tonight to assist in proving the case 
for the report as we saw it when it was written and as it was announced a year ago 
this month by Dave Perlman of the Chronicle. Since then there has been a lot of 

speculation in Marin County, in the Bay regfon, and over the county generally. 


The Secretary of the Interior, head of the department in which I work, has not 
issued any official pronouncement one way or the other. We have been encouraged to 
learn as much as we can about the area and we have been doing that in the past year 
since the Secretary's advisory committee approved this report for further study in 
the field to see what we could come up with eventually. We have had some of the 
biggest people in our field out there. We have proceeded as quietly as we can, 
working with people who are property owners and with those who do not own property 
but «are tremendously interested in this piece of country -~ what it means in terms 
of its cultural values, as a matter of ethics in governmental land use planning, 
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and what should be done with the country in the future. We are convinced that 
there is nothing static about it; that it isn't any freer from invasion of one 
sort or another than any other piece of country; that there is no such thing as 
isolationism out there any more than there is in any other part of the land that 
good roads, helicopters, freedom, higher standards of living and ambition and so 
on of a tremendously surging population bring into the picture of the country in 
general. 


We know in our own minds as people who work in this field as a vocation and perhaps 
avocation, too, that West Marin is on the move and what you see there now in the 

way of free and open space and elbow room probably won't be there in ten or fifteen 
years if it is left to go along as it is now. I don't say that that is necessarily 
suicidal or necessarily morally wrong--to let it go along and take its course. But 
to me it is very thoughtless and unimaginative to let an area as great as the Point 
Reyes peninsula go into subdivisions or.such non-public uses that it would never be 
possible to establish there the sort of public use area that we had conceived of, 


In order to let you participate, are there questions or comments? 


Q. Are special provisions sometimes.laid down in the acquisition of these parks 
as to its use or the way revenue will be derived and distributed in the county? 


A. Yes, Sir. I think that your question would be answered in Chapter Two. 


Q. Can a particular locality - or county or state - ask for certain special 
conditions to be placed on the use of a park? 


A. Yes. Anyone could ask for any provision that was thought might be advisable 
and necessary. I would say that we'd be derelict in our responsibility to the 
public if we didn't make clear at a meeting of this kind or anywhere else - and I 
think I have - that our service as one which is doing planning in the area would 
welcome any suggestion. We have had lots of suggestions and many of them have 
been worthwhile. 


Q. Is it customary for the National Park Service to lease land like the Forest 
Service does? In other words, lease: it out for grazing or other purposes? 


A. Wo, Sir. The National Park Service is not a multiple-use agency. The term 
multiple-use does not apply to our management program. We are a complete use 
agency for one main purpose, i.e., to translate in terms of public use the cultural 
values of any area we administer. That is our sole purpose. It is true that in 
exceptional situations (and there are many of them) we will allow grazing or 
mining or occupancy on a life-estate basis in the case of people whose welfare 
would be sorely jeopardized if we had to move them away or something like that. 
But in every area we administer, other than in certain of the national recreation 
areas which basically are not lands we control but which we administer for 
another agency, as at Coulee Dam and Boulder Dam, we administer a public use pro- 
gram on lands which are not basically in our custody. They are in the custody of 
the Bureau of Reclamation which is not equipped to administer that kind of a pro- 
gram so we do it for them, partly at their expense, largely at our expense estimated 
in the usual way through our channels before the Congress. At Boulder Dam and at 
Coulee Dam there are certain exceptions to our regular National Park system poli- 
cies and practices in that in both of those areas certain places are open to hunt- 
ing and there is a certain amount of mining. At Boulder Dam there are two or 
three turquoise mines which are small and not very active. There is some grazing 
and possible a few vacation home sites would be allowed with very high restrictions 
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as to sanitation. 


Q. Ina case like this, though, you say provision is sometime made for the life 
use of a piece of property ......? 


A. You mean in the case of Point Reyes? The area in the National Park System 
which most closely approximates the Point Reyes area is the national seashore area 
at Cape Hatteras. In that area there is a duck hunting zone which is open sea- 
sonally and administered by the Fish and Wild Like service. Commercial fishing 
and sport fishing go on just as they always have and, in fact, are better. The 
only grazing in the area is on the part of wild horses but there is no commercial 
arazing. The boundary carefully avoided the villages because we wanted a minimum 
of concessions in the area proper. The Service wanted to see whether the esta- 
blishment of the area would encourage touristry, etc. and would enhance the com- 
mercial positions of the villages, and it has. Ample room was left for these 
villages. I don't know that we would have done that sort of thing with a national 
park. Our approach and our policies are probably more flexible and less restric- 
tive for a seashore area. 


As to the area of Point Reyes,I would say that it is too soon now for me to try to 
tell you what we would do if we had it because we really don't know. We do know 
that stock crossings over parts of the area would have to be allowed and probably 
some pasturage although we have tried to avoid serious direct conflict with pas- 
turage or the dairy industries. Raising of beef cattle out there is not of very 
great consequence from the standpoint of its stature as a business. One or two 

of the ranches raise some beef cattle. We are well acquainted with the owners and 
have discussed the matter with them. They are not greatly perturbed about being 
disrupted if the government took over their properties on the basis of what they 
would lose in the stock business because that isn't their main business. 


The area in light yellow on this map is the area that we have been considering 
since the survey of this seashore area started about three and one-half years ago. 
May I remind you, however, that about 1935 our Service did a previous survey of 


this whole peninsula and at that time recommended that the whole thing be con- 
sidered for seashore recreation area purposes. 


The general plan covers the hundred-foot contour above (mean-high tide?) that you 
see here, It comes back of the bluff a little bit so that a jeep road could be 
made around it for protection, patrol and access purposes. But the main thing 
was to include the beach, of course. The principal feature of the area is the 
low-land high land country, the estero region and the great beach. We have deli- 
berately come right across to take in a whole cross-section. But the main dairy- 
ing pastures remain economic. The green-blue region where the dairies occur is 
the area of concern. We thought that we could work out a boundary between them 
and have recreation on one side and pasturage for dairying on the other. It 
seems that a good many people doubt that that is possible. I don't mind saying 
now to you that this boundary isn't anything that we ourselves have fixed in mind 
as irrevocable, It should be the subject of a great deal of study and survey work. 


I don't know just what we would work out finally in our own land-planning. We are 
approaching the point now where we are going to have to get out of the survey 
Class of work and do actual definitive land planning because we have said to 
people #n Congress, in our own department, and in conservation groups that we 
couldn't give them answers to questions unless we had time and funds with which to 
do careful studies for the purpose of arriving at answers and gaining knowledge. 
The survey we made used the funds appropriated. As some of you may know, Congress 
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has agreed ~- I am told that it is just about settled -- to give the Park Service 
$15,000.00 for further work. This amount will not be enough to do the job but 
will go a long way and will act as a catalyst in that once started we can get a 
tremendous amount of help from others on what we call "contributed labor basis." 

Universities, planning groups, etc. will assist and produce something far more de- 
finitive than this first survey. 


A land use plan starts out with the physical property and what you would do with 
it -- what the resources are, what and where the values ares The landscape archi- 
tect and his staff of advisors and consultants work this out from the standpoint 
of management, protection, and public use. I am not prepared to tell you at this 
moment whether we would have a continuous line, whether there would be two or 
three or four separate tracts, or whether we would have stage one, two, three, and 
four, with four being the eventual ideal and one being what is done first in order 
to get a start in working toward the long-range plan. But I can tell you that we 
are now well along toward an organization qualified to handle the land-use plan, 
and we hope we can start them working on the job shortly after the first of July. 


Accompanying this work is the economic geography of a land-use plan; that is, 
management and cost of management and the cost or value of what is removed from 
the scene and replaced with some other activity. This is another distinct part of 
the job. The economic consequences of area establishment in terms of increase or 

decrease in tax value of property, the tax base in the communities around the 
County, the forecast of the number of people who would ‘come to visit such an area 
and the amount of money they would leave in the County -- this broad study of the 
economic consequences in park establishment of all the different kinds of activi- 
ties or considerations involved has to be done by a recreation economist. There 
are very few who have specialized in this field, not a half dozen in the United 
States today. We happen to have a couple of them in California; one of them in 
our office. While there are many people in universities, foundations, and planning 
commissions who are capable of contributing valuable ideas and consultative help, 
recreation economists specialized in this field are hard to come by. 


That specialized field is not one that we had thought would be covered with this 
money. We are hopeful of getting other funds which will cover it so that the two 
do go hand in hand. Ina year's time we might come out with a land use plan that 
will stand up pretty well -- and also an economic report from this other field I 
have described that you will be glad to see, and on the basis of which we can all 
think more clearly about this area as a possible seashore or whatever else it 
might be. big caer 


The least that this work could mean would be a splendid point of reference for 
other suggestions. The most it could mean, and I hope it would mean this, would 
be a proof that what we have proposed is valid and worth while. 


It is evident that to do this kind of a job takes far more than $15,000.00 -- or 
20 or 25 thousand; but it is a catalyst, a starter. 


And now, another thing. As I have already stated, the Department of the Interior 
has not said, "We want a national seashore recreation area here." They have told 
us to study the area and secure more facts. Our office has pointed out to them 
that the funds are now exhausted which were originally donated for the studies 
and reports already made. Wow additional funds are requested if additional facts 
are to be secured, and apparently they are giving us additional funds. In fact, 
the Congress’ of the United States has said to us - "You go out to Point Reyes and 
take another, more solid look at this one area. Concentrate on this one area and 
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come up with some facts." If a bill is introduced, a hearing must precede it and 
to hear a thing properly the facts are necessary to know what we are talking about. 
There has been too much superficial discussion already. 


Chairman: Are there any questions about this phase - the economic phase - of the 
proposed area? 


Q. How was the amount of $15,000 settled upon for this study? 


A. I*m not sure I can answer that q uestion very successfully or very accurately. 
Somebody at one time asked me what it would cost to get some of the facts we don't 
have, and we said we would have to have at least $10,000.00 in a year's time to 

put a couple of people out there and dig into things. The next thing I knew we 
were asked by our Washington people to explain what we would do with a fund of, 

say, $10,000. When Mr. Lunty and I got our heads together, we saw that we would 
have to have more than $10,000, I think we came up with about $60,000 for work 

of this kind that we ought to be doing on the Pacific Coast, with probably 15 or 

20 thousand of it for Point Reyes. This was the best educated quess we could give. 


What other sources of information there were, I don't know, exactly. I know that 
Jim Hammond of the State Chamber of Commerce has been tremendously interested in 
this phase of it, and he has had some discussions with the people in Washington 
that I may not be fully acquainted with. But our own thinking, and I think mis- 
takenly, was @ minimum of $10,000; then we saw that we would have to have more than 
that amount; so I think they divided the thinking and recommended $15,000 


Q. Was the $15,000 recommended by the Senate Appropriations Committee allocated 
to the National Park Service? 


A. Yes. 


Q. Didn't they pay any attention to the Board of Supervisors' resolution that they 
would endorse Congressman Miller's proposal if the Marin County Board of Supervi- 
sors administered the fund and selected the unbiased agency that would make the 
economic survey? What happened to that? Did it get lost somewhere? Or do you 
know? 


A. You wouldn't expect me to know the answer to that, I hope. That's not my 
business. 


Qe You knew that the National Park Service was going to get $15,000 and that was 
more than any of us out here knew we. 


A. It has not even been appropriated yet. It is a final recommendation and I 
think that we have every reason to expect that it will go through. I assume that 
it will, in the usual course of procedure. It is Federal money, appropriated out 
of the Federaltreasury, to be alloted to the Interior Department for expenditure 
by the Park Service. I assume that to be the case. 


Q. That would hardly gain for the ranchers and property owners out there the un- 
biased survey they hoped to have. 


A. I would say that your fact finding is a matter to be judged after those facts 
are ing Whether or not the result is biased or not biased is determined by what 
you Can do with the facts when you get them. 
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Qe You said your fact finding «+. you mean the Department of Interior's fact 
finding? , 


A. Yes. Those facts would be the same as of their kind, no matter who did it, 
wouldn't they? The facts are facts. We would get all of the information we 
could and we would report it. Now what Marin County, or anyone else, does with 
those facts, is up to you. 


Q. I am not a property owner out there, but I would certainly be suspect of any 

agency that had already gone over the ground half a dozen times -- preliminary, 

tentative, and little more definitive studies on it -- to have them come back and 

expect them to find anything except, "Fellows, this is just what we thought it was 
in the first. place, It's wonderful. We must have it for a national park." I do 
not consider that an unbiased survey. 


Ae Let me say this. It is necessary to know a whole lot about the character of a 
country in order to exercise good judgment as to its value and what you can use it 
for. Now from the standpoint of this area's possible recreation uses and its cul- 
tural values, I would suspect that you would be the last to deny the Park Service 
or anyone else the privilege of going out there and assessing those uses and values 
as carefully as they can and reporting them to you, That is what we are trying to 
do. When you get those facts, you might not do with them what I would do with 
them. That would be your privilege. But let's get the facts first... Now you may 
have ideas as we go along that you want to see worked out in this fact-finding 
business. It's our duty to work that out with you as best we can to the satis- 
faction of both of us as we go along. 


Qe I have no difference with you, Mr. Collins, on the fact that those things should 
be done, but I can promise you that those property owners out there are going to 
feel a lot happier about it if a completely unbiased agency makes that survey and 
applies the proper weight to each fact. 


A. I think you are talking about the economics, rather than the land-use planning, 


Qe I am talking heavier on the economics. The land planning, of course, comes in 
there, but not to the degree that I had attached to the economics. 


Comment from floor: I think we are having a discussion of ethics heres and 

Mr. Collins is here to give us whatever facts he has. We know the money is on the 
way one way or another; and this discussion is something I think fala little 
bit afield here. 


Chairman: Are there any other questions of Mr. Collins? 


Q. Will this study also include any studies of a scientific nature? You mentioned 
recreational and cultural -- but will there be any fact-finding as far as the 
scientific values are concerned? I mean in terms of geology and bioloay -- water 
and the various things that follow -- even the wild life? 


A. When I use the terms cultural and recreational, I use them in their broadest 
sense. When we make a land-use survey, considering all the resources we can 
evaluate, everything in the biological sciences -- trees, the ground-cover, the 
land itself, the biological plants, the earth sciences -- are as completely 
assessed as possible. And the interpretative program, as we call it, which is the 
business of running museums and visitor centers where people can get oriented as 
to the cultural values, scientific and otherwise, would all be in our thinking in 
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our forecast of use; so that what you have referred to would be encompassed in our 
approach. At cape Hatteras there is a considerable interpretative program. And 
as you know from areas that you may have visited that we manage, they have their 
nature hikes, campfire talks, museums and other means of translating to visitors 
the meaning of what they see. That would be true here. In fact, this is one of 
the finest places of its kind, as I have said before, in which to do just that. 
Certainly it would be deserving of considerable discipline and organized use. 


Q. What is the normal procedure of acquisition of property of this sort? 


A. Study it, appraise it, take options, try to get the money to buy it. If an 
interest cante found which is well-financed, the Federal government may put up a 
portion of it, and some other source put up a portion, to match funds. This has 
been done. It was done in Cape Hatteras, where the State put up part of the money, 
and private foundations a part. But the only source of funds that I know of that 
would apply here would be funds of the Federal treasury. And it is not an inex- 
pensive proposition. We are talking about a multi-million dollar cost. 


I have told you a little of the background this evening and the money situation 
and what we hope to do. I have been greatly impressed and encouraged by the number 
of people throughout the Bay region and all over the country who have written 
saying that they think this is a fine idea. More and more people in Marin County 
are making known their favorable attitude toward this program. 


The report which Mrs.’ Anderson brought with her this evening is something that 

Mr. Lunty, Mr. Burrows, and others worked on. It is a report on the Pacific Coast 
seashore survey as a whole and came out in late March. A total of 5,000 copies 
were printed, and went first to governors and staffs, planning commissions, boards 
of supervisors, Chambers of Commerce, and organizations primarily concerned. Then 
it went to other organizations such as libraries. Now we are answering and filling 
requests: from individuals. 


Q. I've been wanting to ask your time-table. Assume you get this $15,000 from 
Congress in a year - this next fiscal year - this time next year, then, you will 
come out with another report? And it will be a land-use and economic survey? 


A. Yes, a land-use plan, which would consist of large-scale maps of the country. 
Not this big (referring to map on wall), although our base maps would be this 
large. We have a pretty good photographic collection here tonight which we can 
pass around. We invite you to speak with us whenever you feel so inclined. Come 
into our office and see what we are doing. We welcome your suggestions, certainly. 





Q. What designation would be used to identify this area? 


A. We all might have a somewhat different viewpoint on this after a year's 
further study. From my experience I would say that this would be an outstandingly 
good national seashore. A very able person whom I mentioned earlier felt that 
this was an area of great national park stature -- the equal of Capt Hatteras or 
St. John Island or Cape Cod or any one of a half dozen other places of true 
national park stature. He even included the Everglades in Florida. The desig- 
nation that is signified under the term "National Seashore" with a little less 


restrictive type of management, might be better. You might like the term 
"National Park." 


Q How could we inform ourselves about what these different designations 
signify? 
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Ae If you wish to come to our office and talk to us, we can show you by example, 
- points of reference, points of departure, in law and in experience, rules and 
regulations, and so om. There are eleven categories that we variously administer, 
and I would be frank to say that generically they are all parks... There are 
national battlefield sites,.national historic sites, national battlefields, 
national seashore recreation areas, national parks, national monuments, national 
memorials; and there are reasons for all those variations. But in this case, the 
term "Point Reyes National Seashore" signifies the location of the place, the 
kind of place it is, and the fact that it has national significance. It's a 
pretty good name. 


Qe I just want.to double-check to be sure I have it right. The Appropriations 
Committee allocated to the National Parks this $15,000. That is correct? 


Ae They haven't appropriated it yet. But it looks as though they_are going to, 
from the information that I-have. And.I.would assume that they will follow the 
channels that are ordinarily used in such cases; I don't know where else it would 
go. Now if anyone who desires to have it spent in some certain way can prevail 
upon the Congress or the Secretary to follow some other procedure, I'd say it is 
their right to do so. But we assume that automatically we are going to get it 
because there isn't any other channel that we know of for it to take. 


Q. To go back to the original question, the Marin County Board requested that 
they administer the funds and select the agency to make the economic survey. 
That's the reason I double-checked; because I thought you said that the funds 
had been allocated. Perhaps you said it probably would be allocated. At the 
moment it is in the air, then? It hasn't been allocated to A, B, or-C? 


Ae It has not been allocated. It has not been appropriated as yet. It is tied 
to the Interfor Department Appropriation:bill, on top of everything else that 
has been approved by the committee. The minor points of difference in the 
Appropriations bill will be ironed out by the conference committee. And as I 
understand it, that is where it is at this point. 


Q. Did I understand that there would be\another $15,000 for next year?. That 
this $15,000 would be spent in 12 months, fiscal or otherwise ... and that there 
would be another $15,000 for next year? 


A. This $15,000 would have to be spent within the next fiscal year. (The fiscal 
year starts July lst.) If I said anything to give the impression that we assume 
there would be a second $15,000 in a succeeding year, I had no intention of 
saying so. 
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CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT 
OF MARIN COUNTY 


Regular Meeting - October 1h, 1959 


Address of MRS. MARY SUMMERS, Planning Director, County of Marin 


Note: This is one of a series of hearings relative to the establishment 
of a National Park, or recreation area, at Point Reyes. 


The Planning Commission authorized our staff to take a preliminary look at the 
economic picture and anything else that we felt needed preliminary study on this 
proposed Point Reyes Peninsula Seashore Area. This was prior to the time when 
studies of an economic nature were actually authorized by the Federal Government. 
We did not have the staff time, of course, to go into a complete economic survey 
of the potentials of the area, the effects of various land uses, and so on = the 
kind of study that we felt must be done and is now being done by the Federal Govern- 
ment. However, we did take some preliminary looks at it and our findings are con- 
tained in this preliminary draft of our study. (Point Reyes Peninsula Seashore 
Area Study, Preliminary Draft - not for release, dated July 15, 1959, as revised. 
Page 2 revised October 28, 1959.) e 


Basically, our position as a staff is to give any information which we might have 
about Marin County to those who are making the land use and economic study in the 
National Park Service. In line with this, we have secured from the County 
Assessor copies of all the property ownership maps for the area, the available 
lists of ownerships and public information, and organized this for the National 
Park Service. 


In addition, we have worked with the State Division of Highways, who are now pre- 
paring line studies for the routing of the Shoreline Highway from the Golden Gate 
Bridge through to Point Reyes Station. In other words, what we are doing as a 
staff is to try to coordinate activities and thinking that people are doing in 
this area. 


Also, the Board of Supervisors has authorized us as a staff to prepare a master 
plan for the Bolinas-Stinson Beach community. Every time we consider Bolinas- 
Stinson Beach, all of this Point Reyes area affects the potential for the Bolinas- 
Stinson Beach community. So our staff member who is working on this master plan 
is working with the National Park Service to see what their general guide would be, 
should it go in that direction; and thinking of other possible uses should it go 
in some other direction, as to its effect on the Bolinas-Stinson Beach study. We 
hope that when this plan comes out, we will have recommendations for the area east 
of Shoreline Highway here, which would be in a sense opposite the proposed park. 


The general attitude of the National Park Service at the present time is that they 
develop these reserves and recreation areas, but they would prefer not to be in 
the concession business. They would prefer to have private enterprise do it. So 
if such @ proposal should go ahead, it would be hoped that the planning for this 
area could be coordinated with the County of Marin so that areas could be left out 
of the park, located near entry ways, etc., left in private hands (ownership), 
zoned by the County for recreational commercial uses, and completely developed by 
private enterprise-along the lines indicated in our report. It could be, of course, 
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that it would be done by concession within the park, but the hope would be 
that it would be something with which the County could coordinate its planning and 
left entirely within local jurisdiction. 


Q. Mrs. Summers, did you say that you excluded the area north of the main block of 
the park - in other words, most of it is south of Point Reyes proper? Speaking of 
the controversial aspect of this thing, you know, most of the noise comes from north 
of there. I am referring to the coastal area that is up north. 


A. This area all along here. (pointing to shoreline around Point Reyes) 
Actually, an appraiser would have to evaluate the coastline separate from the up- 
lands. 


Mr. Broemmel: I'm sorry to interrupt, Mr. Chairman, but my supplementary report 
will cover that. 


Mrs. Summers: One more statement should be made here. This map is in a sense out 
of date in that it was the first presentation made by the National Park Service. 


Q. The additional 7,000 acres they speak of is quite a chunk of land in there. 

As a matter of fact, it is as large an area as from Inverness Park to Inverness on 
each side, It is 10 square miles. I am not expressing any attitude as to how I 
feel about this, but I am just pointing out that the question is going to arise and 
it seems to me that someone should make some evaluation of that. 


I would also like to ask if you have any idea of the rate of growth of the Bay Area 
population - which is going to have quite a bearing on how many people eventually 

get out there. It sounds like a very general question, but this is what feeds the 
area. From these figures (in study) it would appear so. 


The potential number of visitors per year, this study indicates on page 2, is 
1,000,000, I am interested in how the Planning staff arrived at this figure. 


A. It was our assumption - others will have a different assumption, baged-on 
Muir Woods we. a : . reas 


Q. I am inclined to question the attendance at Muir Woods as being all voluntary 
attendance. I think a big chunk of that is what you might call a captive audience 
- they got on a Greyline Bus and went to Fleishhacker Zoo, Fisherman's Wharf, 
Golden Gate Park, the Golden Gate Bridge, and Muir Woods. I would be interested 
in knowing how many people of their own volition come over to Muir Woods and drive 
their own cars and how many are hauled there on a bus. It might influence that 
figure for the proposed park. 


Chr: Well, they do go there. There is a possibility that some such tour might 
include this park. Mrs. Summers, would you see if the Park Service might have 
that? 


Qe One other question. Let's take a hypothetical figure of a thousand visitors 
who would come, 800 of them would come for the daytime only and would spend 
$2.00. That is $1,600.00. 200 of them would come for the evening and would 
spend $7.00. That is $1,00.00, Add those up and it is $3,000.00; and it gives 
an estimated average of $3.00, not $5.80, Would that be correct? 


Chr: Mrs. Summers, if you do not have these worksheets here, would you be able 
to check this over and give us your answer at some later time? We will advise 
Mr. Grant. 
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(Answer supplied by Mrs. Summers, October 29, 1959: The overnight visitor stays 
an average of 3 days, thus spending a total of $21.00 (@ $7.00 per day visit). 
Using your hypothetical figure of a thousand visitors, this would be $4,200.00 
spent by 200 visitors and $1,600 spent by 800 visitors, or a total of $5.80 per 
visitor per day.) 


Q. Mre Chairman, may I make a suggestion? Ask the little grocer out at Lagunitas 
and the other ones at Forest Knolls and Inverness Park what their average Sunday 
business from strangers visiting Samuel Taylor Park and Tomales is, You'll find 
that the average expenditure of those people is closer to 25¢. 


A. The expenditure includes expenditures a person would make before they get out 
there, such as gas and oil, - it means the general expenditure in the County. 


Q. Another paragraph on page 3: - this is that "A guide is that $150,000 accrues 
to Mariposa County annually from concessions in Yosemite. Additional income from 
businesses in vicinity supported by Yosemite visitors estimated at $278,000." 

Now you take that and divide it by the 1,100,000 Yosemite Park visitors and you 
come right back to what my idea is of their average expenditure, which is 25¢ 
apiece. 


A. May I interpose a comment here. If there are a million visitors and they only 
contribute 25¢ apiece, that still {s $250,000 and a considerable chunk of money, 
and something greater than the $27,000 that we have on page 2. No matter how small 
the sum, if you multiply it by a large enough number of people, it is the old 
penny business building up. 


A. This $27,000 is income to the County as tax income, not income to the merchant. 


Q. I assume that the Yosemite figure on page 2 of $11.17 is from some substantial 
statistical data, isn't it? In other words, that is something that is on the 
books and available to be checked? 


A. Yes, that is an official report. 


Q. In order to give a comparision, on page 2, paragraph B, subsection 2, you have 
a figure for Muir Woods of almost 500,000 for the year 1958-59. Do you know what 
that figure was 10 years ago, or 5 years ago, or a year ago ... to get a comparison 
of growth to which this proposed park could be compared? And there is another 
figure that might be interesting here, too. Inasmuch as Yosemite is seasonal in 
use and draws from different people, can you break down the number of people be- 
tween winter and summer use, because you are attracting two different types of 
recreational users? 


Chr: Will you get that, Mrs. Summers, along with the other figures for Muir Woods? 


(Answer supplied by Mrs. Summers, October 29, 1959: The actual attendance at Muir 
Woods National Monument for 1958 was 476,277 persons. In 1955, it was 03,762; 
oe it was 287,770. There has been a 65.5 percent gain in attendance since 
1950. 


The percent of total attendance by seasons of the year at Muir Woods checked over 
a two-year period from 1957-59 was: Winter, 13 percent; Spring, 22 percent; 
Summer, 42 percent; Fall, 23 percent. A little over half of the attendance occurs 
during the months of June, July, August and September. 


55881 O—60——_5 
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Growth attendance at Yosemite National Park was 1,139,343 in 19583 984,201 in 1955, 
and 820,953 in 1950. There was a 38.7 percent gain in attendance from 1950 through 
1958. The percent of total attendance by seasons at Yosemite for the year 1958 was; 
Winter, 6.0 percent; Spring, 6.0 percent; Summer, 32.0 percent; and, 

Fall, 16.0 percent.) 


Q. Does the Yosemite attendance also take in conventions that are held there, or 
is that strictly a recreational user figure? 


A. That would be what actually goes through the gate. 


Q. Do you know how Samuel Taylor Park has increased in the last couple of years? 
You have a percentage here broken down between Bay Area and outside -- Marin 
County vs. those from other counties. Do you have a gate figure on that? This 
year vs. last year or the year before in order to give a direct comparison, as to 
how it might have grown? 


A. I can get it for yous I don't have it with me. 


(Answer supplied by Mrs. Summers, October 29, 1959: Growth of attendance at 
Samuel P. Taylor State Park is another comparison: Attendance in 1958 was 149,517; 
in 1955 - 107,525; and in 1950 - 7h,876. There was a gain of 50 percent in the 
eight years since 1950. The attendance for the first seven months of 1959 was 
double that of the total year attendance for 1950. In fact, the first seven 
months attendance for 1959 was double that of the same time last year. 


During a 7-day survey at Taylor State Park from July 15 to September 1, 1956 it 
was found that 96.6 percent of visitors were from the nine Bay Area counties. 
Of the Bay Area visitors, 37.7 percent were from Marin County and 3.0 percent 
were from San Francisco. i 


A 16-day check in August of 1958 showed 72 percent of the visitors to be from the 
nine Bay Area counties, 35.3 percent of which were from Marin County and 0.) 
percent from San Francisco. 


During a 18i-day survey from January 1 to June 30, 1959 (prior to the vacation 
months), 55.2 percent of the visitors were from the nine Bay Area counties. Of 
the Bay Area visitors, 16.5 percent were from Marin County and 1.5 percent were 
from San Francisco. Stinson Beach State Park opened this year, which may account 

for a drop-off of Marin County patronage. Also, the bus loads of local picnic- 
kers begin coming in June, but continue throughout the vacation months beyond the 
time of this survey.) 


Mrs.’ Summers: Here is one of the worksheets apparently taken from the Muir Woods 
file, breaking down attendance figures, Over a two-year period in the months of 
December, January and February - 50h buses; March, April, and May - 777; June, 
July, and August - 1,70h; September, October and November = 858, They have a low 
user time during December, January, and February. In fact, just about a third of 
June, July, and August. Wow here is a breakdown giving an example of how people 
came in 1959. There were, for instance, in the month of July, 293 buses to Muir 
Woods with 10,000 persons on them; 51,000 in private cars; 957 hiked in or came 
by bicycle or other means. That gave 65,000 attendance. So that is about one- 
sixth who came by bus. In March, 3,000 people came by bus, 3,000 by private 
cars, 00 by other means. That begins to give you a breakdown. 
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Q. Do.you have any figures that, would fill in on your population’ statement ... 
let's say into West Marin as a whole, over the last few years? 


A. I can get that for you in the office, where we have kept the population 
separated by the various areas; and then from the building permit records we have 
the activity within this area. We can give it to you in something of a lump sun. 


(Answer supplied by Mrs. Summers, October 29, 1959: West Marin estimated popula- 
tion for 1959 is 2,931, which is an increase of 37 percent since 1950, as compared 
with a 51 percent increase in Southern, 72 percent in Central Marin and 182 per- 
cent in North Marin (including San Geronimo Valley). 


Population by Townships (U.S. Census except 1959) (Table 5.) 


1959%_ %gain 1950 _%gain 1940 %gain 1930 
North Marin (includes 


San Geronimo) 25,400 181.7 9,016 75.8 .. 5,127 . No, comparable 
Central Marin 83,352 72.4  48,330..60.5 30,111 figures 


South Marin (includes available 
Bolinas and Stinson duaiite 
Beach) 39,48, 51.0 26,132 64.0. 16,013 4 

township 

West Marin 
(Tomales Township 2,931 36.9 2,141 29.2 1,656 boundary . 


changes 
Marin County 
(incl. military & 
institutional ) 151,167 76.5 85,619 52,907 27.0 1,648 


* Estimate-Planning Department. 


Q. A portion of the case of the Marin Municipal Water District vs. Garzoli 
indicates that there is an act passed by the State where the new lake would be 
opened for recreational use, that would create in the central Marin area more 
or less competition, as far as time to get there is concerned -- it takes 5 
minutes to an hour. To get to Drake's Bay takes about an hour; Inverness is 
45 minutes. Has there been any study made, or is there a study contemplated, 
as to what this competition - assuming that this lake will be open for recrea- 
tional use - would be in relation to the proposed park? 


A. I assume that this type of thought will go into the report that will be 
coming out from the National Park Service, in that they are asking us the 
various potentials as to highway, access, openings, improvements, state highway 
activity and the activities of a recreational nature that we are proposing ... 
that we have in our plan. Apparently this will be a part of their report. 
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Preliminary Draft Marin ie Planning Cepartment 
Not for release April 22, 1959 
Revised July 15, 1959 


POINT REYES PENINSULA SEASHORE AREA - STUDY 


Objective 


The primary objective of this study is to determine the potential 
economic benefits or liabilities to Marin County 4 the reser- 
vation of a public recreational area at Pt. Reyes in comparison 
to existing or other potential uses. 


Particular research was done to obtain information to determine: 
the travel habits of the vacationing public which might come to 

a Point Reyes Seashore Recreational Area and the extent and kinds 
of expenditures which would be'made in the vicinity of the Area; 
the principal values the recreational area could have in terms of 
public appeal in order to determine its usage; the facilities 
which would be required, and would be taxable by the County, as 

a result of the impact of large numbers of visitors. 


Approach 
A. Secured available data - 

1. Attendance at Marin's present recreational areas - as 
a guide to numbers of visitors, home origin of visitor, 
accommodations desired and length of stay. 
Reports on studies of Yosemite, Mt. Shasta Ski Bowl, 
Great Smoky Mountain National Park - Basis of studies 
was questionnaire filled out by visitors. 


Assistance of Recreation and Research Departments of 
California State Chamber of Commerce. 


Assessor's Records, Marin County 


New Hampshire tax studies on dollar distribution by class 
of property. 


B. Analysed data to find comparables for Marin with Pt. Reyes 
as potential. 


Preliminary Findings and assumptions 


A. Existing acreages, assessed values and tax income on Pierce 
Point and large unit from Marshall's Ranch and Bear Valley 
Ranch South; excluded shoreline fringe. (Map available) 
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(revised 10/28/59) 
Assessed valuation (on 21,479.74 acres) 


Real Estate, Improvements, Pers. Prop., 
Unsecured, and Public Utilities $560,115.00 


Tax Revenue 
@ total tax rate $ 27,158.55 
$1.26 average tax per acre 
Tax Revenue 
@ $2.30 General County Rate $ 12,882.30 
$ .59 average tax per acre 
Assumed 
1. On basis of Urban Land Institute study of San Mateo 
County, that a residential development (including its 
service commercial) is not self-supporting tax-wise. 
This was also substantiated for schools on the basis 
of Planning Department studies of Marin County. 
Potential of Pt. Reyes Area if a public recreation area: 
1,000,000 visitors per year 
Comparisons: 
Muir Woods National Monument 476,277 - 1958-59 
Sequoia National Park 1,196,093 
Yosemite National Park 1,139,343 


Early use would have present user-characteristics of 
Sanuel P, Taylor State Park where: 


Bay Area visitors 94% 
Outside Bay Area 6% . 


Marin County visitors 33% 


Other visitors a 


Also that 80% of visitors would come for daytime ony 
and 20% would stay overnight. A daytime visitor would 
spend 70 per day and an over-night visitor would 


spend $7.00 per day, and stay an average of three days 
or spend a- total of $21.00 per visit. Estimated 
anid) $5.80 per day per visitor (Yosemite 1953 - 


With facility development and State and National recog- 
nition, use-habit will more likely approach Yosemite 
which serves all of California; three persons from 
California to one from other states. 


This changing pattern increases overnight accommodation 
requirement and restaurant use and doubles income. 
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Income potential @ 1,000,000 visitors with initial Bay 
Area user pattern: 


Dollars to local merchants $ 5,800,000. 
Income potential with full Yosemite-type use, based on 
1953 index: 

$11,170,000. 
Tax Revenue to County 


Sales tax @ l¢ 13,984. 


Real property 
We have no accurate estimate as yet. 
New construction would be motels, 
restaurants, service stations, grocery 
stores, specialty and general merchandise 
shops, clubs, camps, etc. 


A guide is that $150,000 accrues to Mariposa 
County annually from concessions in Yosemite. 
Additional income from bustnesses in vicinity 
su pases by Yosemite visitors estimated at 
$29 ,000. 


One 65-unit motel with restaurant-bar and pool 
on five acres now in Marin produces on land, 
buildings, personal property and unsecured 
valuation $ 7,942.17 


Three such units would produce $ 23,826.51 


One service station assessed at 
$17,250 on building and land only 
has a tax revenue of $ 1,380.00 


Four service stations $ 5,520.00 


6.  #Secondary distribution $5,800,000 (dollars to local 
merchants) 


Purchases from wholesalers $ 2,633,200.00 
Payroll 1,357, 200.00 
Rent and operating expenses 1,241, 200.00 
Other, including profit 568,400.00 


#basis - Bureau of Public Administration Service 
Study, Kenneth Decker. 
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Other thoughts: 


Ne 


Maney which is earned in other areas and spent in Marin 
nsee es Marin County people through both tax and trade 
channels. 


In New Hampshire Recreation types of Pe Wael (in the 
whole State) provide 10.6% of the total local property 
tax eh ‘In some areas this percentage went as high 
as 97%. 


In a Union County, New Jersey study 2 municipal ac- 
countants 17 years after development began on a large 


park, property values had increased 631.7% on pro- 
perties affected by development as compared with a city- 
wide increase of only 46.4 percent. 
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CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT 
OF MARIN COUNTY 


Regular Meeting - October 1h, 1959 


Address of MR. B. W. BROEMMEL, County Assessor, County of Marin 


This is the first opportunity we in the Assessor's Office have had to look at this 
and we looked at it strictly along the lines of the Agenda that was furnished us 
by you and we are going to comment as objectively as we can and point out perhaps 
some things that may, or may not, be relevant, depending upon the viewpoint of the 
listeners. 


With regard to "Suitability of Area (Beach and Upland) for Park": I should state 
first of all that we had no information in our office regarding the limits of the 
area and we borrowed this map from the County Administrator, to see just what 
properties were involved. I am not giving this as my personal viewpoint but I had 
@ man well versed in the rural area of Marin, the most experienced in our office 
(Robert Trumbull) and re the matter of "Suitability", he comments in this fashion: 


The two outstanding ownerships for a park, in his opinion, were the Kelham 
and Tevis properties: steep hills and cliffs to rolling terrain; you ~ 
could also include the Golden Rule Church property; hilly and timbered, 
and the Vedanta Society property: hilly and timbered and a portion of flat 
land. As to the remainder, which is ocean and bay frontage, except for 
the Pierce Point property owned by the McClure's, there are very steep 
cliffs, and except on Tomales Bay, where there.are two or three small 
sheltered beaches. 


In Mr. Trumbull's opinion the remainder portion should not be a park due 

to access, remoteness, weather conditions and the stripping of the ocean 

frontage from the inner land portions which would reduce amestaly the 
e 


value of the land without access to the water, if they just took t 
shoreline out, 


If the seashore area were taken as proposed, the only remaining fee owned ocean 
frontage in the County would be from Dillon's Beach north to the County line, 
which is made up of very steep cliffs, no beach and then below, from Bolinas to 
Tennessee Cove, where there are also very steep cliffs and no beach. 


Now as far as "Productivity of the Area" is concerned - at the present time the 
area is in agriculture, grazing; there is some timber operation and the extent of 
that type of operation depends on the timber market. 


Coming into "Future Use" we note in our office a marked degree of activity in 
acquisition by outside interests, as well as a few in the County. Acquisition of 
lands at attractive prices - when I say “attractive", they are attractive in the 
light of what has existed heretofore. In anticipation of a new access to West 
Marin via Tennessee Cove, or whatever route the State proposes, it is believed 
there is a promising future for sections of that area in the form of the develop- 
ment of urban acreage, possible half-acre and acre sites. We have seen already 
how those developments have taken place along the San Mateo shoreline - of course 
they are not all acre and half acre sites. I am not arguing for that development, 
I am merely pointing out what the future would hold if this project did not come 
up. 
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Now when we come to the "Actual loss of revenue by removal of land from tax rolls", 
we have reviewed, taken this map and allocated as best we could, even making mental 
segregation between portions of a single holding that was excluded on the proposal 
and that which was included. There are 118 parcels involved, taking in 26,000 
acres. The assessed values I am giving you are (because we did not have the equal- 
ized roll at hand for this year) the 1958/59 values. There is not much difference 
in West Marin between 58/59 and 59/60. $7,855.00 is the assessed value in the 
area and if you want to arrive at the appraised value of that, which has a lag 
behind the market of between two and three years at this time, you would divide 23 
into this figure to get the approximate value on the market level of two or three 
years ago. The gross také in taxes for this entire area is $35,500.00 - that 
includes all but utilities. Now, if we were to take the County component of this, 
‘I am talking about the County basic tax rate, we could say that if we were de- 
prived of assessed valuation in that area as of 1958, our tax rate would have in- 
creased about 1¢ (in the County tax rate) but that does not take into account the 
impacts upon the school districts concerned. Of course there would have to be 

some revamping there. I mention this as an incidental point. On an acquisition 
like this there would have to be some revamping of your school district structure 
so economic operation could be worked out. ‘ 


Bolinas would not be too much affected. The Bolinas School District - there would 
be a reduction of $101,000.00 in assessed valuation out of $1,855,000.00. Point 
Reyes there would be $99,000.00 taken out of $926,000.00 and West Marin Union there 
would be $545,000.00 taken out of |, million. These exclusions are without taking 
any state assessed property into consideration. 


Now the other thing I should say here is that when we look at what the loss would 
be in taxes from the loss in assessed valuation we are looking at it today. My 
inference is that in making any comparison (to be fair) between keeping this in 
private ownership - if you are looking at this purely from an economic viewpoint - 
as against creating a park, and deriving the revenues that go with that, it would 
be necessary to project in some way (and this is difficult) what is estimated in 
the next twenty years rate of growth of assessed valuation in that area, what 
revemme would you realize in that area under private hands twenty years from now, 
as against what income would you realize on the National Park twenty years from 
NOW.s 


Another thing that we cannot predict, because we don't know what government policy 
is on it, is there a possibility that after the Federal Government acquires these 
properties, creates a National Park, that they will lease out acreage for grazing, 
negotiate concessions to cut timber and so on. If they do that, we must remember 
that whoever obtains those temporary rights under lease, will be subject to 
possessory interest taxation. This is a possibility. 


This, ladies and gentlemen, is the gist of what I have to say to you. We have 
confined our approach to the objective considerations of an Assessor; conclusions 
reached solely from this information would not necessarily reflect our over-all 
personal view as to desirability of the project. 
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Chr: Are there any questions? 
Q.- Who in your department made up this report for you? 


A. Mr. Robert Trumbull, who was my top rural appraiser. He had: the month of Sep- 
tember before leaving for Hawaii to take a job over there; and rather than tie hin 
up in something else I assigned this task to him, and he did a lot of field work, 
running this whole thing down. 


Q. I was going to ask a question, but I think that along in the body of your con- 
ments you covered it. I was going to ask if you could project the possible change 
in the assessed value of that area. Of course, there are some developments going 
in now. - Adams has soe area he is developing and there is the question of the 
developments going in down at Bolinas and other possible ones. 


A. All I could safely say is that it is destined to go up, and to go up at a faster 
rate than it has gone up in the last 20 years. 


Q. Would you commend on Mrs. Summers! reference to residential areas as not being 
able to carry their own load tax-wise? 


A. That depends entireiy on the type of residential area you are talking about. 

A residential area such as we had in Ross for many years in which the market 

value on half-acre sites up to acre sites might run from $25,000 to $50,000 

these days depending on where it is, amply carries its load. When you come to mini- 
mal type construction - up to, say, $25,000 or $30,000 - for the home and lot ... 
and talking in terms of two or three or four children going to school ... then they 
need some help. Most of our normal type subdivisions here create a deficit. But 
it depends on the type of development that would go on, as to whether or not it would 
be a deficit. It it were sort of small gentleman-farm ideas, with not too dense a 
population, they could carry themselves. 


Q. I may not have heard the full statement regarding item (c) + Suitability of area, 
where reference was made to the Tevis ranch, the Golden Rule ranch, and some other 
society. I didn't get that. Was that clear to everyone else? 


A. Would you like me to repeat that? Steep hills and cliffs to rolling terrain are 
characteristic of two ownerships which also have natural lakes and timber -~- that's 
the Kelham and Tevis properties. Then the Golden Rule Church property is hilly 
and timbered. The Vedanta Society is hilly and timbered and some flat land. In 
the opinion of my chief rural appraiser, Mr. Trumbull, these areas that have been 
mentioned and any incidental in between would be suitable for a park. Im the re- 
mainder of the ocean and bay frontage outside of those represented in these areas, 
except Pierce Point owned by McCiure, there are very steep cliffs except on Tomales 
Bay where there are two or three small sheltered beaches. This latter portion 
should not be a park due to access, remoteness, weather, stripping of ocean frontage 
from fee ownerships and so on. 


Q. About that stripping of ocean frontage - looking at that in one respect - how 
would you appraise that ocean frontage? Is that ocean frontage particularly pro- 
ductive of the use to which the rest of the land is put? In Mr. Trumbull's opinion, 
evidently not. In other words, the question that I am asking is, would Mr. Trumbull, 
as an appraiser, reduce the value of that land because of the ocean frontage that 
has been lost? 
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he Im-view of what's coming in the years ahead and what people have seen in other 
places where there is ocean frontage where, even on the Bay side, these people 
divide their properties and retain an easement maybe only 20 feet wide running 
perhaps a thousand feet down to the water to have access «eo. 


Q. Let me ask this question,’ then. In Mr. Trumbull's opinion if that is true, if 
that. would be the reasonina, if the land is valuable for that, then what is the 
validily of the arguments against that strip as park area? If people are willing 
to live there and make use of it, consider it choice ..... This is a controversial 
point..within the area and without. What is usable land, what isn't usable land, 
what is usable area and desirable area for people to use as a park? . There are 
people who have taken strong sides out there, and the thing should be aired from 
both sides. 


Chrs The question is vaiid, because Mr. Broemmel's statement includes it ... 


Q. Well, Mr. Trumbull's statement inciudes it. Mr. Trumbull says the lower portion, 
that heavily biocked out area, is suitable for a park. Now this argument lies 
around what the Park Service proposes. There is a stretch of beach which they say 
is.uniq ue on, the, West Coast. It probably is, too. And the arguments that have 
been presented against. it are that it is valuable land to somebody. Valuable land 
how? Production-wise? That point has been raised and it is debatable. Now here 
we have the argument that it could be valuable someday and that people would desire 
it and I think that would be a good counter to the arqument that it is of no use 

as a beach. 


Mr. McCarthy: In answer to the question just put, it would occur to me that there 
may be more than one answers; but one answer definitely is = access. We have to 
take for granted what Mr. Broemmei has stated - that it cannot be stated that 
every foot or every quarter mile of this is usable or not. usable. Some of it 
would be usable;, some of it would not. I think anyone would admit that who has 
seen this area. What. wouid it be usable for? That could have a variety of answers. 
But a very logical answer to the question is that if people were developing a large 
parcel and including a strip of beach with it, it has one value -- it has value 
because it has access. from the land parcel down to the beach. And the proposal, 
if it is a Federal park, is that it would not have access down to the Beach unless 
you are. going to take access ali through this. An appraiser from Mr. Broemmel's 
office, in my opinion, indicated that he believed the shoreline, the extensiveness 
of it, should be eliminated as valuable. And then we came to the opinion that it 
might. have some value if used with some other land. Now I believe that it is 
perfectly logical and consistent that it would not be usable from a Federal parks 
standpoint - its running 5 miles ef beach with maybe a few access points - as 
contrasted to a property owner who may own fifty, a hundred, or five hundred acres 
running down to a half mile or quarter of a mile a nd directing the use of that 
land as a unit with the quarter or mile of beach as contrasted with: 5 miles of 
beach with maybe one, two, or only three accesses. That's my opinion of an answer 
to this hypothetical problem from the report. of Mr. Broemmel. 


Q. Would this be for the use of the public? Or if it is a state park, would it 
also be for the use of the public? I mean, the public could roam anywhere they 
choose... 


A. The public can go almost anywhere below low tide. However, this meeting is 
merely a hearing on the effects.of the establishment of the Point Reyes recreation 
area as proposed by the National Park Service. We do not know that there will be 
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such a park. This hearing is merely to get the effects on the various County 
departments. 


Q. Mr. Chairman, I have just one thought on this end of it. That is that we are 
also overlooking the fact that there is validity in having the wilderness area 

for scientific reasons if for no other. I realize that this has not been gone into; 
but I still keep that in my mind, when I think of what should be a park and what 
shouldn't, 


Mr. Broemmel: I might add here, Mr. Chairman, that I have attempted to make an 
objective report as far as assessing is concerned, and that none of my remarks 

should be construed as being enlightening as to what my own personal view on it 
might be. 


Q. Mr. Broemmei, this $35,000 - I think the figure you gave $35,500 as the gross 
tax income, excluding utilities - and I believe that was based on 26,000 acres. 


A. 26,000 acres, that's right. 

Q. Are you aware that there are three bills in Congress now setting that figure 
at 35,000 acres? Two are authorization bills and one is an appropriation bill 
with a 50 million dollar taq on it. This figure has been revised several times 
from 20 thousand to 25 to 28 to 26, now 35. 


A. I am not aware of that. 


Q. That is why I mentioned the additional 10 square miles that this 7,000 acres 
would include. How would that alter the gross intake? 


A. Frankly, I would have to know the area. I'd have to know whether it was just 
hilly terrain at a minimum land assessment or whether it includes some nice 
pasture lands, whether it includes land that they are growing artichokes on ... 
all these things I'd have to know before I could make any specific statement. 


Q. This $35,500 figure - that includes land - it is real property, is it not? 


A. That $35,500 tax income includes land, improvements thereon, the livestock, 
the agricultural equipment, homes, and household things. 


Q. But it doesn't include the approximately 35 thousand from RCA or another 10 
or 12 thousand from A.T. & T. .«- 


A. No, it does not include utilities. 
Q. Does it include the Sweet Timber Company and their holdings? The oyster company? 


A. It includes the Sweet Timber Company, but id does not include the Mendoza and 
Johnson Oyster Company. That is one item, not a large item, but it is a possessory 
interest factor there. 


Q. Would the loss of in excess of 10% of Marin's total taxable land area present 
any problem to your office? In other words, out of the 334,000 acres, if they 
took one big 35,000 acre bite, even though it doesn't bring in too big a revenue 
,at this time -- 10 years from now would it present a problem to you to get enough 
money together to run the business ... keep the store open? 


“sy 
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Ae All I can look at now is that I'll have the same problem as long as I am in 
office -- and that is that all I do is distribute the tax burden; I do not create 
the tax load. So at the present time, looking at it from the County point of view, 
if this take was made, right now it would mean only 1¢ more in the basic County 
rate. 1¢ brings us $20,000 today, and if the gross is $35,000 for schools and 
everything else, in our $2.30 rate or §2.23 rate or whatever it is, 1¢ would 

make up the County's share of that very easily. 


That's now. But in future growth, maybe ten years from now, when people complain 
about how high their tax bills are, if we couldn't convince them that there is 
sales tax money and the rest of this coming in from this enterprise, I might have 
to say to myself - well, if we still had it, we would have this much more. There 
we are looking into the crystal ball; and there again, of course, we are going to 
have to count on what kind of planning, what kind of regulations for zoning, etc., 
will go into this West Marin area. I don't think that the impact of West Marin, 
particularly the lower end where these purchases have been going on, has come to 
the point where any plans have been submitted. And it might not be for 10 or 20 
years. This is part of the income tax structure that we are living under, pur- 
chases for long term capital gains. The only thing we have heard about it this 
piece down in Bolinas where they want to develop it into a home for the older 
people. Outside of that, there hasn't been much come into the Open. 


Chr: Mr. Broemmel, do you wish to make any further statement in conclusion? 
Mr. Broemmel: I would like to close by saying that I always think I have to use 


a crystal ball in my job, but I believe Mrs. Summers needs an even bigger one 
for hers. 
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CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT 
OF MARIN COUNTY 


Regular Meeting - November 11, 1959 


Address of MR. .BRYAN McCARTHY, Attorney for the West Marin Property 
Owners Association 


Note: This is one of a series of hearings relative to the establishment of a 
National Park, or recreation area, at Point Reyes. 


I am here representing the West Marin Property Owners. The West Marin Property 
Owners is a group comprised mostly of the ranch owners on the Point Reyes 
Peninsula, representing probably 0,000 acres of the peninsula, and I would say 
the bulk of the peninsula. The largest group that we have had at a meeting was 
30 to 35. Numbers are not important. I might add that this group has not 
attempted to solicit members to get either residents of the area who are not 
property owners or just home owners of the area. The group that I am here speak- 
ing for is your basic ranch industry - your basic ranch people. Several of the 
members are here; but, with most of the members of this type of group, running a 
dairy is not the kind of activity that leaves time to come from that area to here, 
to attend meetings. Most of these ranch owners have in the past indicated their 
feelings; I know their feelings; and I am here to try to bring those feelings 


to: you. 


This group is opposed to the proposed park. And they are opposed to the proposed 
park for seven major reasons. 


The first is the human factor. The second is the economic factor. The third is 
that Marin County has adequate parks. Fourth, the area is not suited for the 
type of park proposed. Fifth, the indirect cost to Marin County is going to be 
harmful to the tax structure. Sixth, there is going to be a police problem 
created which is also costly. And seventh, nuisance factors. 


These general categories can be broken down into sub-categories, and I think as I 
go along tonight trying to show you what the feeling of these ranchers, these 
property owners is this area is, you will see that there are many other sub-argu- 
ments. But I want to sum them up so that you will get a general picture of the 
argument against this park. 


I would like to start with the first factor - the human factor. We don't hear 
much about the human factor any more. It seems that men are going and machines 
are coming. And literally, this is going to be machines. But don't ever forget 
when you come to a problem regarding some project, if people are involved, you 
need to see who the people are, and what it is going to do to. them before you 
take off in one position or the other. This very committee was formed, basically, 
and its first project had to do, I think, with Marin City. And what was the pro- 
blem there? A human factor. And Marin County met it. So human factors are in- 
portant. More than just nice words. What are we talking about when we talk 
about the human factor? We are talking about people. These people, some of them, 
have been on this property with their forefathers since the Spanish grant. You 
might say - "Well, that's good and it's historical." But it means more than that. 
These people are stable people. Year after year, they have been loyal Marin 
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County citizens. Loyal to taxes, loyal to supporting the Army and Navy in time 

of war = loyai, good people. These people are going to be hurt if this proposed 
park goesin.e Don't fool yourselves = they are going to be hurt. "Well," you may 
say, "“one-answer to that is - it's only a handfuls! Maybe it is only a hundred 
people v-nat will be hurt. Or maybe less." Don't ever fall for the trap, the 
argument, that it's only a handful of people, so write them off. Hitler wrote off 
a couple of millions. That was only a couple of millions out of many millions in 
the world. Write them off. Let us not fool ourselves. So numbers are not impor- 
tant. But people are important. I don't think the people of Marin County, the 
rest of the people, should want to survey these people so easily. 


Who is this proposed park for? Let's take a little tack again on another side- 
light. Why are you going to hurt these people? (And you are going to hurt them; 
I will prove that to you.) are’ you going to hurt them? To create something 
for people from Timbuctu or Kokomo. That is about it. Marin County doesn't need 
this. The residents of Marin County don't need this park. Maybe people from 

Los Angeles would use it. Maybe. Maybe the people from somewhere else. And 
maybe when? Oh, maybe next year. Or maybe ten years. Or maybe not at all. So 
you are going to do this thing to these people for the benefit of someone out of 
Marin County. You might say, "Oh now look, we build highways every day and we 
take people's property." It's a little different. Highways are an artery of 

our way of life. They usually go in direct lines and those lines unfortunately 
hurt people. But does that mean that holds true for parks for recreation? If 
we want to build a park and decide to take your house to do it, how do you feel? 
Are you going to be magnanimous if we decide tomorrow to take your house? Think 
about it on your level, each one of you, before you take any action on this 
matter. What if they were taking my house tomorrow? But then amplify it. Not 
only your house, but also your way of life, your business, all of it. And they 
will never repay it; money doesn't measure up to these things. I always come 
back to, and I have mentioned this before ~ sometimes I think that the people, 
well maybe they don't care - I don't know. The Ten Commandments, what are they? 
Maybe some people don't know them ... I am sure I couldn't recite them all. But 
one of them says that Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor's property. What are 

you doing in this but just taking your neighbor's property to give to some other 
neighbor. A little bigger group. Don't sugar coat it. That's it. You have 
heard, before your committee, proponents of the park, and they have told you some 
of the sweet parts of this’ thing. It's a nice place for wild flowers. I like to 
walk on the beach, It has beautiful trees. There are a couple of lakes. Wice 
place to picnic. That's pretty. But the ugly side of it is - you are going to 
hurt peoples. Good, Marin County people. 


Now the second argument - the economic factor. And it is the one I quess we 

will all hear because the human araument may disappear. It's hard to sell to 
people. We always get back to the real basic argument about this park - 
economics, money, income, payrolls, purchases, gas, lights, water -- money. We 
always. come down to money. Well, we think that money-wise this is a very poor 
step for Marin County. We think we can prove to you that money-wise this thing 
won't work. Now I have some specific data on this. (And I hate figures ... I 
hate to recite them... you hate to listen to them because sometimes they regi- 
ster and sometimes they don't. I realize, however, that we are making some kind 
of a record here and for that, at least, we will have it so that it can be used. 
I hope that I can keep.it brief enough and clear enough that you will get these 
fiqures.)i Now I don't wish to take the position that every figure I am giving 
you is 100% accurate. I don't think anyone could get these figures accurately or 
only after a great deal of expense and cost. But I want you to know this - these 
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figures have been prepared from the best sources that our group can prepare them 
from. We think that they are fairly accurate, and we know that they are conserva- 
tive. That I can tell you. What do we have, then, starting with economics? We 
have a total income in this area that is going to be taken, that will probably be 
directly removed, of $4,330,000. Now $, 330,000 may not sound like a lot - we 
read the newspapers every day in billions. But not here in Marin County. So we 
have to keep it on this level. And what is it? How did we get this figure? Well, 
the dairy ranches produce an income ~- money coming to the dairy ranch owners - of 
$2,180,000 per year. The live stock ranches produce $50u,000 a year. (These 
figures are mostly based on reports of the local agricultural bureau.) The timber 
company, the one company that is operating in the area that would be taken - its 
timber crop is estimated to bring this year $1,500,000 and the small oyster con- 
pany $150,000, for a total of $4,330,000 income into this area. Now in this group 
we haven't put in anything about the RCA communications station or the telephone 
company station because we believe that probably no income can be ascribed to then. 
We have other factors where they will have a very decisive effect; but we have 

- indicated nothing for them in the way of income because whatever they are paid 
probably goes directly to New York or San Francisco or somewhere. 


Now what is the second economic factor? Payroll. How much are the payrolls of 
the ranchers, the RCA, the telephone company, the timber company, and the oyster 
company? These figures we are giving you are not padded with miscellaneous em- 
ployment. These we think we can justify to a person. The ranchers!’ payroll is 
$400,000 a years the RCA payroll at Point Reyes is $185,000 a year, the RCA at 
Bolinas is $90,000 a year; the telephone company is $75,000 a year; the timber 
company is $250,000 a year; and the oyster company is $h5,000 a year. For a total 
payroll, directly into this area, produced by the dairies, the livestock, the 
oyster and lumber industries, and the utilities - the two RCA and the telephone 
company - $1,015,000 payroll per year. $1,000,000 money going on to the payrolls! 
Just so that you will see the employees that I am talking about: -- 90 ranch 
employees, 35 at RCA, 21 at RCA (those are two different units), 12 at the tele- 
phone company, 60 at the lumber company, and 10 at the oyster company. So we 
have over a million dollar payroll just in that little agricultural area that you 
will see the Park talks about as if it were just some outland that was off in the 
middle of a prairie. 


Now let's take another figure. Local purchases. You might say - "Yes, $,330,000 
income comes into the area, but maybe someone off in New York puts it in his 
pocket, and we never see it." It would be a good argument if it was true. But it 
isn't true. We have estimated that the local purchases directly attributable to 
these groups that are going to go are $2,897,000 this last year. This has one 
figure that has to alter it a bit. Of that figure, approximately $700,000 was 
new construction, Imagine thats $700,000 in construction, most of it being by 
the RCA and the oyster company! -So let's say we only have a little over two 
million. Yet $2,000,000 a year in local purchases - local - right there! How 
does this break down? I won't try to give you all the figures beacuse it will 
sound worse than the figures I have to give you. It is for hay and grain, 
$900,000 = what we believe to be an accurate estimate of the hay and grain sold 
to these dairy ranchers. Grocery services to the ranchers, about $8,000. Gas, 
equipment, repairs, maintenance - trucks, $65,000. That's for a total of the 
ranches of a little over a million dollars. RCA purchases $120,000 worth of 
supplies; and then there was a new power house -- $500,000. Other supplies and 
equipment of the Bolinas RCA, $125,000. Wew construction, $160,000. Diesel in- 
stallation, $100,000. The oyster company and all the rest. And then, the wage 
earners, those people that I talked about that earn this income - we estimate that 
they spend about $720,000 a year in the area. 
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I think we should digress a bit for a second here. Why do I bring RCA and the 
telephone company into this? I bring it in because of the simple fact that they 
run, at RCA, the main trans-Pacific receiving iink, right there. A receiving link 
has to have a certain type of area. And that's it. And without going into a lot 
of dissertation, the RCA is on record with the National Park Service as being in 
opposition to this proposed park, feeling that it will probably ruin their in- 
stallation - that it will possibly make their installation no longer worth while. 
Part of their property will be directly taken, and they feel that if the numbers 
of people come to the area that the park service says will come to justify the 
park - as a receiving center, they are going to be dead. So RCA and the telephone 
company may well go. This is not mythical or hypothetical. It is what RCA has 
written. I have the letter if you want to see it ~- the letter they wrote to the 
Park Commission opposing this. 


Now we have taken income. We have taken payrolls. We have taken local purchases. 
Do you want to hear a really staggering figure? it is staggering to me. I pay 
a pretty good sized gas bill and electric bill. Do you know what these ranchers 
and RCA and the oyster c and the lumber company pay to the Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company per year? $58,150) Now I quess the P G & E will keep going, 
whether these are there or not, but $88,150 is paid to them by these people that 
are going to go. 


Then the last item -- taxes. We heard some discussion when Mr. Broemmel and 

Mrs. Summers were here about how much you are going to lose directly in taxes. We 
are not going to say that the direct loss in today's taxes is a staggering figure. 
We are not going to say that Marin County would come to a stop without it. But we 
can tell you this --- we believe that $101,000 is going to be lost in direct 
taxes to Marin County if this park qoes in. We estimate that as follows: 

$49,000 from the ranchers; $35,000 from RCA; $10,100 from the telephone company; 
$3,000 from the lumber company; and $3,000 from the oyster company for a direct 
loss of $101,000. So you can see that a total being spent by these people directly 
to be hurt, a total of $,131,781.73 is coming right into Marin, mostly spent in 
West Marin. Four million dollars is a lot of money to that little area. 


Rut what do the proponents tell you? They say, "That's all right. We'd admit 
losses ee. we are going to lose some money. But we are going to make much more." 
Well, I am referring now to the Preliminary Draft of a study of this area by the 
Marin County Planning Commission, presented to this group by Mrs. Summers at 

your last meeting. I don't want to go through this whole report, but as pointed 
out by Mr. Grant at that meeting, this report has based its whole thesis on a 
return based on one million visitors a year to this park. The comparable of Yose- 
mite National Park. Now I could talk a long time on that; but I won't get into 
the trap of trying to compare Yosemite, because if you have been to Yosemite, you 
know what it is and you know how it is advertised and built up ... and it gets a 
million people a year. Then to say that this rugged stretch mostly of cliffs, 
mostly rugged hills with. a lot of trees, with no big valley, nothing scenic, 
nothing like Yosemite (although it is a nice area, it is a pretty area) ... to 
say that this will ever produce the same number of people as Yosemite - to say this 
with a straight face is, in my opinion, laughable. This is no Yosemite. This is 
no Yellowstone. This is a nice little ridge of pretty timber with a nice beach. 

I can duplicate it from Washington to Southern California hundreds and hundreds 
of times. It's true, I can't duplicate it right next to San Francisco. They say, 
therefore, this is it because it's close. How far do people drive to get to 
Yosemite? They drive a long distance. I don't think they will drive across the 
Golden Gate Bridae to get to this park. So this estimate of visitors is based on 
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a completely erroneous premise. This comes out 83,333 people per month. Can you 
see 83,000 people a month driving out there where, day after day, you can't see 
the sun in normal years? (I have to retract that for this last year. Unfortu- 
nately for my argument tonight, this has been the prettiest year I have ever seen 
in the Point Reyes area. It has been true all over Marin County. And I have to 
admit there has been more sun there than I have ever seen.) In years past, how- 
ever, I can remember that month after month you can go without really seeing good 
sunshine. 


Now secondly, this economic report of the Planning Commission, as pointed out by 
Mr. Grant, has a mathematical error, which threw the thing almost 100% off. So 
that even if you, started with their hypothetical million, instead of $5,800,000 
locally spent according to these averages, it would only be $3,000,000 -~ almost 
half. By even usino their fantastic attendance figure, they come up with a gross 
spent by people ... (and I can't see people spending in this area what you might 
spend in the Yosemite area, for the type of attractions that they have there to 
spend it on’ ... even using this attendance figure, you would get $3,000,000 spent 
locally as against $4,000,000-plus, that we already have. So even on these 
fantastic figures you would have a net loss. 


Economically, in my opinion, you cannot justify this park. 


I can't qo into any more detail on this tonight because I believe you will be 
hearing other facts and figures in the next year or two to come. It is going to 
take that long to gather more figures and show more use perspective, supposed to 
produce money, 


The third position of this West Marin group is that we believe Marin has adequate 
parks. Before I get to that. IT want to comment about the dairy industry as such 
that we believe will be destroyed. As it says on the old bottle of elixer - "You 
don't have to take my word for its read the label on the bottle." Well, I am not, 
and the West Marin property owners are not the only people that think the dairy 
industry is something. February 28, 1959, of the Marin Magazine section of the 
Independent-Journal had a wonderful article on the dairy industry of the Point 
Reyes area (not dairying in Marin County -- the area) pointing out that there 
were prize herds there ... that it is an ideal situation ... that it is a wonderful 
place for milk. In fact, it is the best place in Marin County. And that is what 
you are going to kill. 


Now you will hear the argument - "Well, we: are going to take only six or seven of 
the dairy ranches." The proposal will surround the dairy ranches’ and without any 
doubt, according to those who. know, will kill all of the ranches, probably sooner 
-e. most certainly later, and will definitely take out six of the livestock 
ranches, So you have the livestock and the dairy to be hurt. 


The third factor is that.Marin. County has adequate parks. ‘Again. (and I want to 
tell you that we don't carry any weight at all with the Independent-Journal in 
getting anti-park literature into the newspaper) on. September 6th (or 16th?) 1958, 
unsolicited from us came a beautiful article on Marin's wealth of playgrounds. 

I want to read just a part of this. It is headed - "State's Fourth Smallest 
County Has One National Monument and Five State, Parks." And the lead‘ of this arti- 
cle is this: "How could one County be so lucky. ‘Marin, the fourth smallest 
county in the State, boasts one National Monument, five state parks, three county- 
operated beaches, nine recreation areas within the Marin Municipal Water District 
lands, and several private beaches and clubs." 
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Marin County is literally loaded with parks. Let's get a couple of figures so 
that you will have them. They are very imposing. Marin County has approximately 
333,000 acres» At present the Marin Municipal Water District occupies 16,000 
acres. The U. S. Government occupies 8,000 acres. The state park occupies 8,000 
acres. For a total of probably 32 to 33 thousand acres already off the tax rolls. 
If you doubled it and took another 35,000, you are up to 70,000 almost ... you 
are up to 20% of the land in Marin County off the tax rolls. And who do you 

think is going to pay the taxes? Each one of us sitting here. We are going to 

be paying somebody else's taxes. Unfortunately, because of lack of time in this 
presentation tonight I can't get into some of the other details which I would like 
to bring out on this one factor - that is, that Marin County is a strange county 
tax-wise. It is a ‘rural county and yet a big population has come into part of it, 
and it requires services. It requires all kinds of things. And you have to have 
people to do it. ‘Now, Mrs. Summers! argument was that the tax payer pays it. 

Her argument was - well, if this area goes to residential, we have proof that resi- 
dential property doesn't carry its weight. What kind of an argument is that when 
you are thinking of putting in its place tax-free property? Now, you'll never 
convince me that tax-free property is better to have there than residential. Her 
argument would be that with residential you go into the hole, and with a park, at 
least you won't go into the hole. I say, this is not true. And Mr. Broemmel, to 
some extent, backed me up. He said it was true in the very low tract-type house 
that they may not make their cost; but as you get into the more advanced type of 
houses, they will make their cost and the housing that has gone into the Point 
Reyes area generally is increasing to the one-acre, two acre type of parcel. Wice 
type of housing, that will carry its weight. So you are going to hurt the whole 
tax structure. 


A fourth argument, the area is not suited for this type of park. I could go on 
for a long time telling you about the weather. I hope each one of you knows what 
kind of topography this proposed park is. It's a beach. You can't swim. Any- 
where along the place with the exception of Drake's Bay, which is already a park, 
you can't swim, The surf is deadly. You can walk on it. You can walk on it now. 
I don't know how many miles of shore line there are in California, but I know 

it's a lot -= six or seven or eight hundred, with the same kind of beaches all 
along it. No different. All over the California coast, 


Q. You said you could walk on it. ‘Would you inform me how you get in there to 
walk on it, without crossing some man's property that has a sign that says "no 
trespassing"? 


A. Have you ever tried? 
Q. Several times. 
Have you been turned away? 
I have never been caught, let us say. 


That to me, is the answer. Well, the opposite to that argument, then, 

- let's.do away with private property so that everybody can walk everyplace. 
There are lots of beaches. Tomales Bay has all kinds of beaches, all along it. 
Out in the McClure's area, you come to public beaches. At Drake's Bay, I 
I don't know how.many miles you can walk - I think four or five. That's a 
public beach. You can go down to Bolinas. You can go to Stinson, and you 
can walk for four and a half or five miles. If you like to walk, once you 
are on the beach, you can walk from Bolinas as far as you want. 
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And I know that with most of these ranchers, anyone that goes through and asks 
permission to go to a beach, generally can. It is true that in hunting season 

and in critical areas some of them don't want you there. It is true that you can't 
use some beaches. Just like some people can't use certain clubs and some people 
can't use certain property. Unfortunately, that is our system of private property, 
We either have to have that or everything in community ownership. I don't sub- 
scribe to this, and I don't think you do. 


So what type of area is this we are talking about? We are talking about rugged 
mountains; wind -- the wind velocity averages 25 to 30 miles an hour on the point; 
fog, much of the year, in much of the area; an area that does not lend itself to 
overnight camping for more than, I would say, a few nights a year. In other words, 
this is a minimal type of use park. Now I am not saying that no one would use it. 
There are people who would like to camp there. There are a few people who would 
like to walk its beaches. But this isn't a mass type of park. The land is just 
not there for it. 


Another argument is the indirect cost to Marin. If these people are going to use 
this area, you are going to need roads. And who do you think is going to build 
the roads? The Federal park? No. The County of Marin and the State of Califor- 
nia. I always love to cite the road between here and Point Reyes Station. Do 
you all know that little cement bridge at Tocaloma? Now, if we have so much money 
for building roads, I wish we would fix that bridge. I am afraiti someday I am 
going to meet a truck on that bridge, and I know who is going to lose. It is going 
to be me. It just shows what cost means to a county like Marin, that they can't 
even replace an absolutely out-dated, dangerous bridge. If we bring people to 
the park and they are encouraged to take trailers and that road is inadequate, we 
pay for it. Oh, they buy a little gas on the way, maybe, 5 or 10 gallons. Is 
that going to pay for that bridge? I think the indirect cost to Marin will far 
out-weigh anything that will come into it. 


Next ~ the police problem. I am convinced it will put a heavy burden on the 
Marin County police force, to police an area like this. I assume that in a Park 
the authorities would police it themselves. But I have posed one question that 
I don't think Mr. Collins or anybody else will answer. I wish we had the map 
here ... (map provided). You will see in white the proposed park area, the bulk 
of the 30,000 acres being between the Olema-Bolinas Road and the Ocean and the 
Bear Valley Ranch down to Bolinas ... all the way up and around to Tomales Bay. 
Can you imagine the police problem that will come from policing that perimeter? 
We estimate 5 miles of beach line. How are you going to police it? Who is 
going to pay for the roads into it - wherever you get this access to get to this 
beach? A police problem again. To me, the policing problem that is going to 
come to Marin County from this is fantastic. It is this outlying perimeter also 
that has to do with the adverse effect on the dairy ranchers. They believe that 
when their ranches are surrounded like this with public land ‘with people and 
access roads into it, even the dairy ranches that aren't actually specifically 
taken will be useless as dairy property. They tell me that, and I believe then, 
because they know how to operate a dairy. 


The next problem, and the last one, I consider generally under the topic of mui- 
sance factors. I think one proper question would be - do you want Marin to be 
a tourist trap? Is this what we want for Marin? Ts this what all of us like 
about Marin? I think this: I understand there are some residents of the Point 
Reyes area, a few, who have said - "Well, maybe the park would be a good thina." 
I am wondering how those residents of that area (many of whom are retired people 
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who like the country to live in, who like it because of its wilderness type of 
living) = I am wondering how they will like a park ~ a tourist park - with hot 

doa stands. Hot dog heaven ~ that's what it can be. What did Mary Summers point 
out to you would spring up around the park? Where was this income going to come 
from that was going to supplant what was taken? She pointed out gas stations, 
road-side business, motels. Is that what you want in the area? I think the people 
of Point Reyes will not want that type of an area. They don't want to be just a 
tourist strip. Then there is the fire hazard - tt ~ hole change of the whole area. 


Those are basically the arguments of the Marin County ranchers of the area. We 
think that they summarize many of the arguments of every taxpayer in Marin County. 


I have just another couple of points if you could bear with me for another few 
minutes, which are interesting. We have heard about surveys. You have heard 

that the Park Service is going to make a survey. I have here a newspaper article - 
I can't remember who gave it to me - and I hope you enjoy it as much as I do. It 
will be brief. This is an article by a Donald K. White ... I don't know who he is 
or what he is except he says he is the financial editor of the Examiner. Even if 
you don't like the Examiner, I think you will like this article:- "Anyone who 
still believes that love makes the world go ‘round, is simply not with it. The 
turn today is called by surveys. Few people in a position to make decisions would 
dare to move before a survey told them their original thought was correct. 

'Sam,* says the boss to his underling, "think we should switch over from these 
crumby old black pencils and get something a little more zingy, like yellow, for 
those people in the auditing department.' (So it's a master-stroke,' says Sam." 
And then Sam goes through surveys and a lot more; but the meat of the article is 
down here: "But whether the boss had his survey made by Bled, Snowed, and Buddam 
or by loyal Sam, the charts, interviews, and quotes are bound to point in one 
direction - toward yellow pencils. Since everything under the sun is subject to 
survey, the men who make the big surveys have become rich. And rightfully so. 
They supply the aching need of business men who want to be told they were right in 
the first place." 


In other words, surveys will prove anything. You don't have to turn on your tele- 
vision for more than 15 minutes to know that you can prove everything ... that 
cigarettes are good, that they are bad; that smoking or drinking are good or bad... 
and a survey will prove it. And it is stamped by everybody. Now why do I make 
such a silly point as this? Because somewhere along the line, I hope before you 
take action, you are going to hear about surveys. Even this is a survey, that 

you are working on. 


The first document that came out from this Park Service is called "The Pacific 
Coast Recreational Survey." Now there is an imposing looking document with the 
Department of the Interior Seal on the back of it and the National Park Service. 
Inside, it says, "The U.S.Department of the Interior, Fred Seaton, Secretary." 
And it is still a beautiful, government-looking book. But then we get into the 
inside and although we are still on letter-head paper of the government, we find 
that this thing wasn't made with government funds. This thing was made using the 
donated non-government funds available. Some very generous people gave the money 
to do this. Why did the very oenerous people give the money to make this document? 
Well, the answer is on page 13, where it talks about the Point Reyes Peninsula. 
And presumably on every other page is a country I am not familiar with that they 
reported on. Listen to this: this is their conclusion on the Point Reyes Penin- 
Sula, - the present use, after they describe the area. "There has been relative- 
ly little development in the entire area. Ownership is mainly in large ranch 
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holdings. The U.S. Coast Guard maintains two installations on Point Reyes. An 
oyster packing pliant, and a fish packing plant are the only known commercial 
developments." Where is RCA? Where is the telephone company? Where is the dairy 

industry? One-fifth of the dairy industry, the second largest industry of Marin 
County -- no mention. Ranch holdings! Holdings! Some barons! This proves what 
this newspaper article, that I have just read, stated: "You can get a survey to 
prove anything." 


Now what is the reai $85,000 question of the survey business? Do you know what 
has happened to the money that has been apprcpriated by the Federal Government 
for this survey? .To find out whether we need: this park? This economic survey? 
Do you know who is makina it? The Federal Park men themselves! They are making 
their own survey. They are the ones who decided, months ago, that they want this 
park. And they are the ones that are going to tell you. Oh, I know Mr. Collins 
told you, though, that.that is not bad. "Because facts are facts," he: said. Do 
you remember it? I remember those words. He said them to you here.» "It doesn't 
matter who makes the survey," he said. "Facts are facts." J say, facts are what 
you want them.to be. So watch the surveys. : 


I would like to close only with this: Marin’County cannot afford this park finan- 
ciallys; and it.cannot afford to.hurt its loyal dairy people. Who is against this 
other than us?. You will hear from a:representative of the Chamber of Commerce. 

The. Board of Supervisors of Marin.County is on record against’ it. The*Farm Bureau 
ison record against it. And the FaxaPayers Association is on record ‘Sonerpe it. 


Who is on record; for,.it?, Somebody that wants somebody else's lands Thatts it. 
Somebody that wants to take something from somebody to walk on it themselves. I 
hope you.go to the next meeting of the proponents of this»park and*#ee what they 
are saying. .They.are saying, "I want to go out and walk on his beach ... I want 
to go out and pick flowers on his property. Therefore, let's make it a park." 

I hope I don't .see-the day that private property is ‘gone; and particularly, private 
property that is supporting the government of Marin County. 


Chr: Are there any questions? 


Qe I would suggest that if Mr. McCarthy has additional statistics which he hasn't 
had time to read, he might enter them in some way for our perusal, and also the 
references used, Perhaps a bibliography ... 


A. I will have the RCA letter and the clippings that I read from for you. I 
would be happy to furnish a bibliography for your secretary at a later time. 
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CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT 
OF MARIN COUNTY 


Reguiar Meeting - November 11, 1959 


Address of CAPTAIN A. S. OKO, of the Marin Coast Chamber of Commerce 


I am On the Committee on Beaches and Parks and Waterways for the Marin Coast 

Chamber of Commerce. . The Marin Coast Chamber of Commerce is on record opposed to 
the park, The membership consists of householders, people in various forms of 
business, extending. from the Bolinas-Stinson Beach area to Tomales. They are 
opposed to the park for many of the reasons that you have just heard from Mr. McCar- 
thy, and there would be nothing added by reviewing those. 


There is a distinct feeling on the part of much of the membership that there will 
be a disturbed way of life. There is some division of thought on the matter. The 
information has been heavily crowded upon the group by the National Park group. 
The first meeting that Mr. Collins attended was at our invitation in Marin County, 
and it was on July 8, 1958, at Rancho Nicasin. It was extremely well attended. 
And I would like to get on record one very important statement that was quite a 
shock’ to all of the membership attending. Very deliberately and in a very kindly 
voice, Mr. Collins made this statement: "You might get rid of me, but there will 
be another one just like me that will follow right up to push through this pro- 
posed park program." 


Now with all courtesy to the National Park Service, a lot of us are now discussing 
the reasons as to why they wish to reach for a survey, economic or general, 
because I think the original statement of Mr. Collins was pretty well taken. Last 
evening we had occasion to attend a meeting of Marin Coast Chamber of Commerce 
held at Rancho Nicasio, where Mr. M. M. Gregory; Assistant Superintendent, District 
Two, of the State Division of Beaches and Parks, was our guest speaker, and to 
discuss development program for Stinson Beach State Park. There is a record of it 
in tonight's Independent-Journal. The State Park at least is within our reach. 
The centralized government that we are beginning to create in Washington is a little 
farther removed from us. Our local government right here in Marin is something I 
think we can all lend ourselves to. 


I would like to make one further comment, and that will be all. I have beena 
Director for about nine years now of California Marine Parks and Harbors Associa- 
tion. The development of our small boat harbors for recreation are a tax-base 
program. This week, in the company of Henry Clay Hankins and our local weekly 
publisher, Don DeWolfe, I went up the entire reach of the Bay, the lee shore in 
Tomales Bay. The weather and the Bay were magnificent. There were a thousand 
acres of State Park for the three of us with all their wardens. We didn't go 
ashore, but we never felt so rich. We watched the attendance going up that day 
and that little handkerchief of a beach with its beautiful road - (this is our 
State park, over which we have closer contact, closer control) - this little beach 
with its road running down, public conveniences situated practically on the beach 
side, benches for about 150 people, seemed packed like Coney Island. And right 
there, a stone's throw away, at Indian Beach above Heart's Desire Beach, the 
largest single beach in the State Park Service, were 5 people who had: come there 
by outboard motorboat - under these crowled conditions. But the newspapers 
carried the story of heavily over-crowded beaches. I think many of us know that 
there will be a certain amount of use. But whether the use can be justified, 
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throughout any reasonable period of the year, is certainly a moot question in our 
minds as the Chamber of Commerce. 


In regard to California Marine Parks and Harbors, they are on record as strongly 
opposed to any developments of acquisition adjacent to waterways, except a certain 
element for entrance to the waterways. Those have been the navigable waters of 

the people of the United States since the inception of our government. There are 
14 miles of waterway there. And warm salt water swimming. Its use is certainly 
at a minimum. It seems a shame to all of us in West Marin that conservationists 
of various types have not sufficiently concerned themselves with the conserving 
of this waterway and its proper use; and we are a little distressed at seeing the 
heavy reach for lands of others when we have these navigable waterways. 
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CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT 
OF MARIN COUNTY 


Regular Meeting - November 11, 1959 


Address of MR. JOEL W. HEDGPETH, Director of the Pacific Marine Station, 
College of Pacific, Dillion Beach 


In the first place I feel a bit odd here, because essentially I am neutral. The 
College of the Pacific, of course, is located in Stockton, and naturally has no 
official position, pro or con, as far as a national park is concerned. It seems 
to me that a great many people in Marin County do not know what we are doing at 
Dillon Beach. College of Pacific, of course, is a private college that is tax- 
exempt, and so we are not on the tax rolis; and sometimes we don't get all the 
notices. But we are engaged in activity of State-wide importance. We have 
several hundred students every year who come to Dillon Beach to study marine 
biology. They come from all over the northern end of the State of California, in 
particular, and in the summer from all over the United States. We had substantial 
support last year from the National Science Foundation for some of this work for 
training biology teathers. We have invested through ourselves and the University 
of Chicago, some $20,000 in grants, etc., in research in the White Gulch area. 


Some mention was made by the eloquent Mr. McCarthy of the beaches of California, 
and the implication was that anywhere you could find beaches. This may be true, 
But for biological purposes, for study, for science, the situation is extremely 
critical. There are only three reserved areas for study on the entire coast of 
California. These are Hopkins Marine Station, the Point Lobos Reserve, and the 
area st Scripps Institution of Oceanography. Population pressures in the Pacific 
Grove area have become’ so acute that Stanford University, which is the proprietor 
of Hopkins Marine Station, has been obliged to build a substantial storm fence 
around its beach area to protect it for study purposes. This is because people 
simply come in and knock off limpets just to be doing something, or without think- 
ing. If you are going to study the seashore, you don't went an area in which 
there is too much of this sort of thing going on. 


We are quite happy with the present situation at the tip of Tomales Point. We 

have never had any trouble w ith the land owners. In fact, we have never really 
consulted them. We do not collect marine animals excessively; we discourage our 
students from such excessive collecting because students bring back a bucketful 

of animals, and they die. Proper study means that you should pick carefully before- 

hand what you are going to study. We would like to see the area from White Gulch 
to the Point kept substantially as it is; and we hope that whatever happens to 

the area, there will be no roads with public access to the tip of Tomales Point. 

If people go on foot, the most they can do is to carry a gunny sack and an abalone 
iron. This we expect. But automobiles bring the type of people quite often who 
carry buckets down to the beach, and for no good reason known even to themselves, 
carry off all sorts of things. Some students down at San Diego made an interest- 
ing study of these people a few years ago. They set up a card table at one of the 
concrete access stairways to one of the beaches near La Jolla and kept a census 

of what people were doing. A man, for example, took a whole bucket of little 

black snails up from the beach. They asked him what he was doing, and he didn't 

knows; he had just got started and filled up the bucket. And so there was a serious 
discussion whether in the San Diego area it would be better to leave an area sub- 
ject to such public pressure and close others for scientific purposes. 





84 POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


The University of California has been trying to find an adequate laboratory site. 
They had hoped to get on Bodega Head, and that apparently is being closed off. One 
of our most interesting areas in Marin County is Duxbury Reef. The thought of an 
old folks home for 300 or 900 people still active enough to go down and finish off 
Duxbury Reef is a bit distressing. The Fish and Game Commission may have to de- 
clare such an area a clam sanctuary to protect it. 


Now some of these things are perhaps impolitic from the standpoint of sport fishing 
and recreation. But at any rate, these are some of the things we think about in 
relation to this sort of project. In other words, we might be severely affected if 
nice shiney roads were built all the way out to Tomales Point. For that reason, I 
approached Mr. Collins, but I haven't been re-approached very obviously by him. As 
I say, we are neutral on this subject. Of course, the College cannot afford to 
take such an open position, although its President, as many of you may know, was 
for some years a member of the State Parks Commission. 


The oyster company has been mentioned. I think that our total payroll and ac- 
tivities probabiy equal that, and in future years may well exceed it. It is hard 
to say. We have certain grant applications in with the Federal Government which 
may triple our budget. We don't know until we hear from them. 


I would like to repeat that our facilities are used by students and by teachers in 
high schools and junior colleges over most of northern California with a possible 
exception cf the northwest corner, in Humboldt and northern Del Norte and that 

part. of the coast where the Humboldt State College is planning to build a marine 
laboratory near Trinidad Head. 


Some aspects of what may happen with this park and Tomales Bay seem to be impossi- 
ble to consider without what is going to happen on Bodega Head. This is rather 
difficult to determine publicly at this time; but since the press is not here I 
can say that I have heard that the Pacific Gas and Electric Company has already re- 
leased plans to its contractors with a deadline for completion of September, 1961, 
for a major atomic plant on Bodega Head. What they plan, apparently. (and I 
don't like to sound this and I hope it is not entirely true) is a sub-surface in- 
take three-quarters of a mile out to sea and a release of the warmed water some- 
where on the lee shore of Rodeaga Head. Aside from any radioactive aspect, I can- 
not think of a situation more ideally designed to induce a culture of poisonous 
dynoflageliates. JI am not sure whether the State of California can afford to per- 
mit this type of installation. What we can do about it, I don't know. But this 
may well mean that there would be a permanent focus of organisms of this type on 
Bodega Head that would render ail clams and possibly oysters inedible. This is a 
possibility; and as you may know, possibilities and probabilities in science are 
rather tricky things to discuss with the layman. 


This may have some direct bearing on the type of recreational facilities that 
might be eventually possible on Poinc Reyes. After all, Bodega Head is only 6 
miles from Point Reyes, in another county. As far as I know, the Pacific Gas and 
Electric Company has made no indication that it intends any serious study with such 
possible incidental effects of its installation. Essentially itis an agency which 
is outside the power of the State government. It can, of course, through its very 
tremendous economic influence persuade influential officials to be quiet until 
perhaps it is too late. 


I really didn't intend to get off on that tangent, except that there is this possi- 
bility that ouoht, to he considered. The point is that the University of California 
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had hoped to build a marine laboratory on Bogeda Head. Its biologists feel that 
this is impossible. They may join up with us, we don't know - and this is not to 
be considered a statement of policy either for the University of California or 
College of Pacific. The point is that Pacific Marine Station is a facility which 
in Marin County is of state-wide and national reputation that utilizes a fair 
amount of northern Tomales Bay and of the shoreline of the tip of Point Reyes 
Peninsuia. We are alsc conducting throughout Tomales Bay a survey of bottom 
animals. This last summer we made over 100 dredging stations; and we hope to re- 
peat this. One of the things that has not been done adequately in marine biology 
is its repeated study throughout the years of the changes in the animals that live 
in a given region. This is one of the necessary bases for an understanding of 
fisheries' problems; and this is one of the thinas we are trying to do. We did it 
last summer with the aid of high school biology instructors under financing from 
the National Science Foundation, and we hope to continue it next summer. 


I would like to-invite any and all of you to come up and see the marine station and 
the sort of thing we are doing. I feel that not enough is known about it down here 
- in what some of us up in the upper regions call lower suburbia. At least when 
I drive down here through that bottleneck around Hamilton Field, I am awfully glad 
to get back up in the wilds in the northern end of western Marin. 


Q. Some of the scientists and biologists that have discussed this proposed park - 
and they are proponents of the park - talk about the marine life there around 
Drake's Bay and Duxbury Reef as one of the features. But from some of your remarks, 
you wonder what will happen with all these nice roads and the public wandering in 
there and walking around with bucketsful of black snails or whatever it might be 
that they don't know what they are going to do with. Wouldn't you rather see that 
area used for the biologists and schools on field trips, than to turn in the 

whole wide world? 


A. That is what I said right from the start ... we had hoped there would be no 
roads. People who walk in usually are not the type that are going to do this sort 
of thing. They are either serious nature lovers or students with a purpose or 
abalone fishermen. We would have a great public relations problem if we tried to 
keep out the abalone grubbers and actually they don't do too much damage. The 
abalone as an essential feature of our environment is an easily-found animal. 


Q. Your statements and your attitude seem in keeping with that of the scientists, 

and I am rather surprised that these other centlemen who also are geologists and 
scientists at colleges would urge the ovening of a public park for people to go in 
and trample all over these specimens and marine life. 


A. Well, the rule of public parks is that you are not supposed to pick or collect 
anything, but there is always the problem of controlling people. 


Q. Do you get into this area now? 


A. Actually our principal work is at the bottom. We go into White Guich and make 
dredges. We don't go on shore at this time. We hope to study some of the shore. 
And here is a problem that is coming up right now - with everybody getting his own 
boat, people more and more are beainning to go into these places. I think in time 
we are going to have to find some way to qet at least some of this area declared 

a scientific reserve in which all fishing or clam digaing would be prohibited. 


Q. Have you approached anyone on this? 
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A. Working on the bottom, our only obligation, I believe, is to the State Division 
of Fishing and Game which requires that we have scientific collecting permits. 
Every summer we go across once or twice to the point at Bird Rock. To do this we 
use our own boat and ferry our students over. We have never asked permission and 
never been accosted by anyone, and we do not collect very much material because it 
is quite a job to bring anything alive up over that point and back to the labora- 
tory, except a very few things. I am personally of the philosophy that, pedagogi- 
cally, rash collecting of a whole lot of materials is not good for the student. 
I keep telling them that the only way to find things out is to go down there on 
the beach and sit down and watch things move and watch what is going on. Not to 
grab everything and rush back to the laboratory. Then you don't. know where things 
came from or what they are related to. This happens to be my personal philosophy 
of biology. I am aware that there are some professors who bludgeon their students 
into collecting bucketsful and then sweating it all out in books for the rest of 
the week. You have to do a certain amount of that, of course, but we try to keep 
it down. 


Chr: Are there any others in the audience who wish to make any statements? This 
is your meeting. Mr. Beatty? 


Mr. Beatty: I think Mr. McCarthy has put forth everything that I would want to say. 
This whole thing comes to me as rather a surprise. I was always under the impres- 

sion that if a man owns a piece of land and has a deed for it, it is his. In 
time of emergency he would gladly give it. to the government; but. just for something 
like this, it comes as quite a surprise to me. 


Capt. Oko: I heard you made a report, or rather it was a request as I understand 
it, from the Board of Supervisors for the Citizens Advisory Committee on Develop- 
ment of Marin County to seek criteria for eligibility to Marin City. 


Chr: Correction - the request did not come from the Board of Supervisors. This 
came from our own sub-committee on redevelopment. 


Q. Well, is that the same arrangement that was made on, let's say, the exploration 


of the National Park Service program? 


Chr: Yes, it came from our own Committee. Our Committee is charged with looking 
into any matter that would have a bearing on the development of Marin County. We 
are charged with that duty by the Board of Supervisors. 


Q. What was the purpose of the meeting tonight? Was it just to listen to what 
we have heard? 


Chr: Yes, as you have no doubt seen in the past minutes of our meetings, we are 
hearing all sides of the Point Reyes question for the purpose of making recommen- 
dation to the Board of Supervisors. At the next meeting we hope to have the State 
Division of Beaches and Parks and the Point Reyes Develooment Foundation. And 
that should close out the inquiries on this matter. Then after study, we will 
make recommendation to the Board of Supervisors. Our By-Laws call for an affirma- 
tive or a negative stand on any matters that we look into. 
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CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON DEVELOPMENT 
OF MARIN COUNTY 


Regular Meeting - December 9, 1959 


Note: This is one of a series of hearings relative to the establishment of a 
National Park or recreation area at Point Reyes. - 


Address of MR. ROBERT HATCH, Division of Beaches and Parks, State of California 


I would like to thank you all for the privilege of meeting with a group 
of this nature. In my experience, this group is quite unique in California. 


So far as effects of the establishment of a Point Reyes national recreation 
area on any program of our Department or Division are concerned, I think there 
would be none substantially, other than that it would be a tremendous boost to 
the general recreation effort in California which we are acutely feeling the 
brunt of, In the past, under the old program established by Chapter 122 in 
1945, which called for the establishment of shoreline master plans of acquisition 
by the counties to be approved by the State Park Commission and for State funds 
to be matched in either land or cash by codnties or some source other than the 
State, the Drake's Bay area, of course, was in some prominence. Because of 
the small County.park there, there was an available piece of park land which 
could be put up for matching, and it was always hoped that we would be able to 
accept that and enlarge that particular area. For one reason or another, that 
project never thoroughly got under way and, in my mind, it was not the best 
project in the area, by far. It would have been a starting point; but I am 
sure that in the future we would have considered it as only a stepping stone 
to a much larger type of area, 


Because this area that you have outlined on the map is one of three or 
four outstanding opportunities that remain along the California coast, this 
particular Point Reyes area is outstanding in many ways on its own, as are each 


of these other opportunities that still remain, But in many ways it has some of 
the highest values that you could find. Its proximity to great centers of 
population, and the very rapid growth of population in Marin County - the general 
development throughout the area as well as the Bay Area - mean that we have to 
acquire property for these people to relax in and to enjoy. And while we have 
the opportunity which may soon be gone, somebody is going to have to do some- 
thing if these people are to be taken care of adequately. On this particular 
project I do not believe that our Division as such, or our Department, has actually 
an official position. There has never been an action by the Park Commission 
which endorsed or refuted it. It is just that it has not been considered, 

as it was a National Park project. But the concept of need for concentrated 
effort on the part of all levels of government and all agencies is a very 
definite and well-recognized factor in our type of work. No individual agency 

is going to be able to handle it all; nor can any particular level of economy 
handle it all. 


This area has tremendous, although perhaps to some extent controversial, 
historic background. It has extremely high natural values in archeology, 
scenery, geological formations and phenomena, wild life, sand beaches. It has 
just about everything. Just before the meeting we were discussing desert projects 
and in many ways this area is somewhat similar to the desert. As it stands now, 
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it is a thing of beauty and terrific charm, However, should it be broken up 

by subdivision or if subdivisions actually started to encroach onto it, it 
would soon deterioriate and actually lose all of its charm, because its greatest 
beauty is in the tremendous sweep and expanse of the country, : 


I honestly believe from a personal point of view that the ideal project 
here would be the inclusion of both land that is listed as agricultural and 
land that is listed as high recreation value. I would hope that in some way, 
that land could be retained as«productive land and actually be held in its 
present state and use because that also adds charm to the area. The picturesque 
farmhouses ‘and lands: represent: a way of life; and people would appreciate being 
able to see this and to get into a type of country’so different from everything 
they are going to find surrounding the San Francisco Bay Area very shortly. 

I believe: that the»presence of our Tomales Bay-State Park in close proximity 

to the project or even completely surrounded by it would be no drawback whatsoever, 
I have been personally over almost every bit of the area. I feel quite well ac- 
quainted with its And I surely think that the establishment of a major project 
here would be of untold value in the future to Marin County both as a tourist 
attraction and from an economic point of view. 


You have asked about the Golden Gate project which was mentioned in the 
Chronicle a week or so ago. This is a project which has been growing slowly and 
at the moment is an idea, It does not have complete endorsement of our Department, 
by our Commission, or by our Division. The Governor's office has shown some 
interest in it; and it willbe the subject of discussion before the Park Commission 
at their coming meeting in San Francisco on December 18th, so far as I know. 
Again, there is unique opportunity here in having great expanses of reserve 
military lands which are starting to show up as surplus ‘property because of the 
change in military tactics, The army, and you folks probably know it much better 
than I, has slowly been opening the area and permitting use - or at least not 
prohibiting use. Perhaps they haven't been encouraging it, but instead of 
keeping it under lock and key, people can get in the area and wander around and 
fish, I think swimming is the only thing that is discouraged. But on both sides 
of the Golden Gate is one of the outstanding scenic points of the West Coast, and 
of the world, in fact. It has great historic significance in the development of 
our State as well as the West. This bare land, just veritably a stone's throw 
from the metropolitan area of San Francisco, is unspoiled, relatively, with a 
very, very interesting coast line. We feel that there is a possibility that 
there is a major opportunity there in perhaps a memorial type of park .«. a memorial, 
perhaps, to all the members of the armed forces that went under the Golden Gate 
during the Second World War .. of the explorers who came through it in the early 
days .. of the Spanish installations on the San Francisco side. Of course, the 
remnants of coastal defense work throughout the entire area are of more modern 
age. In reality, at the moment, we don't know a great deal about it, and I think 
it would be premature to say that this is something that everyone should get 
behind and attempt to accomplish, Our intention up to the present time, and 
still at the present time, is to bring this opportunity out into the open; 
because as these lands become surplus, if someone isn't in a position to under- 
stand what is happening and to make an effort, it is going to be irrevocably 
lost. As one of our great scenic areas of the West Coast, it could be lost 
as what it now is, at least. That is all I can say relative to that project at 
this time, 
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Chairman: Are there any questions of Mr. Hatch? 


Qe 


A. 


You said that your Department is "feeling the brunt” of recreation activity 
at this time. Would you amplify or clarify that? 


Our visitor lists throughout our park system are increasing at absolutely 
alarming rates. Much faster than we can develop and cope with them, We 
just cannot, apparently, ever get ahead of this development of public 
facilities for public use, We do not expect to be able to develop peak 
loads. To conceivably develop so that we could handle everybody who wanted 
to get iato a park on the Fourth of July, for instance, is just beyond com- 
prehension, But because of the rapid change in growth throughout California, 
we have concentrated on acquisition, recognizing the principle that if we 
have the land, we can always develop it; and if we don't have it, it is really 
going to cost something to develop these recreation areas, Certainly we 

are never going to get it cheaper than at the present time, 


In the past our Division has emphasized, primarily, conservation of high 
natural values such as the redwood parks, Tomales Bay State Park, and 

Mt. Tamalpais. That has been a very fine thing; but at the moment, we sub- 
stantially have representative samples of most of the outstanding landscapes 
in California, In the meantime, this influx of population has moved in and 
is demanding recreation and recreation facilities. Consequently we are 
into projects such as Millerton Lake and Folsom Lake; and we will be deeply 
involved, I feel, in most of the State-sponsored reservoir projects, as an 
operating agency. We have already done a great deal of planning work on 
many such projects. But reservoir development is expensive. With an 
operating reservoir which has a primary function such as irrigation or power, 
you develop a fluctuating water level. At Folsom Lake we developed five 
levels of launching ramps to follow the receding water down, each one 
capable of launching at least one thousand boats a day. (The water ran 
away from us this year by about three-quarters of a mile. Here was this 
very a installation high and dry, and the public absolutely could 
not use it. 


The growth of boating as an interest has caused our already somewhat limited 
resources not to go as far as they would if we were not developing for 

boating interests, And boating is primarily a recreation activity. Of course, 
fishing, water skiing, and all of these associated activities that go along 
with boating come into it; but there are complications both in development 

and in operations. Enforcement problems also come into the picture, This 
influx of boats has hit the State without its having any type of uniform 
boating ordinance, They are working desperately at the present time attempt- 
ing to establish this, That is primarily a task of the Small Craft Harbor 
Division; they are working very hard on it, and I am sure they will come 

up with something that will be very acceptable and will be uniformly applied 
throughout the State, This is another example of the complexities of recreation 
development and management that are facing California. 


Where does the demand come from? 


Everywhere. I think the boating figures are pretty well known, Almost every- 
body has a boat in his garage or on a trailer, and he wants someplace to put 
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it in the water. And while he is in the water fishing or water-skiing, 
his family, the group that cannot be in the boat all at the same time, 
wants something to do on shore. Many of the areas, where in the past 
people have tolerated their neighbors and friends wandering through and 
utilizing the area, are being closed up because of an influx of not-so- 
understanding people as have used it in the past. This has resulted in 
properties being posted. So as this informal use is lost to the people, 
they again turn to public installations and publicly owned areas, 


Does your Department have any standards as to the number of acres of 
meaneanes that you feel are needed per million of population, or anything 
similar 


No, we do not at the present time, because we just haven't had time to 
figure it out. We have been too busy trying to stay ahead of the load 
we knew was there. We do have some rather high standards of camp ground 
development. We attempt to hold our campsites at four to the acre, which 
gives the individual using it at least some measure of privacy and an 
opportunity to appreciate the area that he is in. 


Do you have any predictions on ‘the growth of the Bay Area? 


I do not have the figures at my command right at the moment. The Department 
of Finance and the various counties involved in general have pretty well 
established those figures, I believe. 


You speak of including the agricultural and other land out there. Do I 
understand you to mean that you want to include the entire peninsula? 


I think that would be the ideal project, although, as I say, I consider 
it not necessary and probably not desirable to remove that land entirely 
from productivity. I think the best possible treatment would be holding 
it approximately in the usage it is now receiving, but also opening it 
to public use, 


Let me ask you about this Golden Gate project, How much acreage does the 
t think you can acquire over a period of years ... or how much 
does it want to, or plan to acquire, over a period of years? 


I believe there are roughly 3,000 acres of military reservation land on 
both sides which could be acquired. But we have not made any determination 
as toexactly what the usability is or the economic ability to acquire this. 
That is all part of what we are trying to do at the present time - get in 


and make a thorough study. 


Do you think that acquiring the land on both sides of the Gate would reduce 
.the necessity for having this Point Reyes area acquired as a National Park? 


I am probably prejudiced, but I find it difficult to believe that it is 
possible to have too mch park land. 


One more question about the area out there. You started out by saying that 
the State had had desires on the area and had looked at the Drake's Bay 
situation there. In fact, I think your words were that it wasn't the best 
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in the area. Yet you do recommend acquiring the area as a park? 


Oh, very definitely. Because the area of the existing County Park is a 
tiny thing compared to what is present and the value in using the entire 
area. It would have been anexcellent starting point; but the access, 

if you will recall, goes through private property. It would have meant 
the acquisition of a long corridor to obtain actual public access to the 
park area there. The beach is good, and pleasant; the chalk cliffs around 
there are interesting; but it is not to me anywhere near as impressive as 
the seaward beach which stretches the full length there, if you were to 
acquire one small piece. 


One more question. You mentioned that an acquisition of this nature could 
be of advantage to the County. An economic advantage, in fact, How could 
you justify that statement? 


It would bring people to the County. People coming to a county are going 

to do more than just wander through there. They are going to contribute 

in purchases; and very frequently when there is an attraction such as that 
available, they will want to move closer to it. They may even move into 

the County, being introduced to it through this,. You could have a thing 

of national prominence, which would serve as a focal point for publicity 

in bringing people in. Many people who are not County residents or residents 
even of the Bay Area, would want to come and see this ... and would obviously 
stay in accommodations close by... motels, hotels, private resorts. 


What if people don't want motels around that area? 


That is very understandable, I understand that there is opposition. But 
this planning has to be far-sighted, and sometimes the desires and feelings 
of a localized group are not the most beneficial to a larger area or even 
the entire country. 


How many counties are there in the State that have no parks at all, 
Mr, Hatch? Half of them? Do you ever figure that you reach a saturation 
point of parks in any one county? 


That is a very difficult question to come in with because you have a dis- 
tinction to be made here, It is one that is not always clearly understood. 
In some areas we have spent months in detailed studies in trying to establish 
a park site where they don't have them. You have in this area an element 

of quality which is uppermost in the establishment of a park. Now if you 
are talking about establishing a purely recreational area -- yes, you can 

go out and buy a square block of land anywhere, and through landscaping and 
development you can turn it into something that people will use and will 

get good from. But you have many levels of parks, and it is a sliding 

scale which varies. From a State point of view, the ideal State park is 

a portion of specimen scenery or specimen flora or fauna which is of extreme 
continuing interest that needs protection and proper management, such as 
some of the virgin redwood tracts, Traditionally, from a county point of 
view, the county points more at recreation and applied development in county 
parks. The city, that mch more. Regional parks, to some degree, a com- 
bination, - still a local need, but larger than one individual local area 
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or possibe governmental entity. And your national feeling, of course, 
selects primarily specimen landscapes in relation and judgment to the en- 
tire nation. It is rather a complex subject. As a matter of interest to 
the Committee, I presume that you are aware of the California Outdoor 
Recreation Committee. They have been working for the last two years under 
authorization from the Legislature to examine this type of problem that we 
are discussing here, because it has become more and more recognized that 
here is an area where there is definitely confusion and misunderstanding. 
They are going to release their report to the Legislature in March, and 

I believe that recreation agencies are going to be very much interested in 
what they have come up with - their findings as well as their recommendations, 
Any group that is interested in recreation planning should keep as well in- 
formed as possible on the findings of that committee and in following the 
general reaction and whatever disposition of it the Legislature makes. 


Am I mistaken in my interpretation of something I thought I read out of 
Sacramento? That the Legislature put its foot down on acquisition of any 
more parks until the current acreage is brought up to a higher level of 
utilization? ; 

No, they have not done that. What has happened is that we have been sup- 
ported by revenues derived from the oil royalties. In 1956 the Legislature 
established a program totaling somewhere around $42,000,000 in acquisition. 
We had about $34,000,000. It was impounded due to the action of the Federal 
Government and subsequently the settlement of that suit. It was settled in 
favor of California and the funds which had been impounded were returned. 
At that time the Legislature appropriated this $42,000,000 acquisition 
program, as well as committing itself to a continuing development program 
which would be supported out of the annual revenues that would be coming in. 
A year later, they established a ceiling on those revenues of $12,000,000 
annually. Anything in excess of that would go elsewhere. Which was fine. 
That was a very generous and well-worked-out arrangement. Our problem 

has been an over-estimate as to what the revenues were going to be. This 


year I think we are getting approximately 5$ million instead of 12, As a 
result, we have all the authorization in the world in appropriations, but 
we have no cash in the bank to do anything with. So we of our own accord 
and volition have necessarily had to curtail many of our projects, 


Let me correct my own memory. It was not the Legislature that did that. 
It seems to me that I read it as a Senate Interim Committee recommendation. 


I think very probably you did. Now as a result of that, last year it was 
brought up in our budget hearings, and we made some quick budget revisions 
and came up with a change of emphasis on development, which resulted in 
construction of public facilities which the Legislature felt was more ap- 
propriate to the times at the moment. It was not that they were quarreling 
with the program as a whole. 


Mr, Hatch, why aren't there more parks flanking the Los Angeles area with 
its millions? If it is a job of taking care of population, there's your 
population. 


There is a terrific amount of State beaches in there. Again we have to 
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consider the element of quality. The Los Angeles area, with the exception 
of its seacoast, has nowhere near the quality that other areas of the State 
have. The areas that do have that quality are under jurisdiction of the 
United States Forest Service and are in Federal forest lands, which is an 
operating recreation agency. Another thing that has happened in there is 
that in the early stages of our Division, and until 1956, all acquisition 
was predicated on the 50% matching principle. San Bernardino County, for 
instance, resisted the establishment of any park in that county for years. 


But they have two or three big ones from an acreage standpoint. 
No sir, they have one of 160 acres. 

What is that Mt. something-or-other? 

Mt. San Jacinto? That's 12,000 acres. 


And is there another one right outside of Riverside? I had a recollection 
of a 12 or 1) thousand acre park in there. 


There is a Los Angeles County Park which was established at Big Pines. 
That is primarily under special use by the Forest Service. But it was 
opposed to Park Commission policies to get in and duplicate Forest Service 
efforts in most instances unless outstanding quality was there, which it 
was at Mt. San Jacinto. 


My recollection is that San Purdue has about 8 or 10 million acres. 
They've got plenty of room for parks. 


They surely have, and we have some big projects coming up down there. But 
most of those are Bureau of Land Management lands, and that is a rather 
complex acquisition problem, 


Mr, Hatch, Mr. Grant asked about the saturation point of parks, I have a 
question bearing on that. Does the Division of Beaches and Parks have any 
list or chart of park sufficiency areas and park deficiency areas? 


No, we have not been able to make those studies. We are relying on the 
California Outdoor Recreation Committee's findings to be of material aid 

to us in determining and establishing that type of thing. We have recognized 
the need for it; but so far we have only been able to rather generally in- 
dicate areas of opportunity, where we knew opportunities existed, 


Speaking of quality again, does the State have any plan for future ex- 
pansion in Tomales Bay or in Bodega Bay? 


We are expanding Tomales Bay at the present time although it is rather 
minimum expansion. Your map at the present time there is incorrect. We 

have acquired some, At Bodega Bay we had an appropriation of $350,000 

and we have the Park Commission approved plan for the expansion of it; 

but because of planning complications out there, we have had a difficult 
time coordinating it. The County as yet has not amended their Master Plans 
to include our present plan. We are expecting that they will do that 
shortly. But in the meantime, it is on our deferred list awaiting additional 
financial support. 
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MRS. WILLIAM EASTMAN, representing the Point Reyes National Seashore 
Foundation 


I am representing the Point Reyes National Seashore Foundation which is 
an organization formed for the purpose of fostering the establishment of a 
national seashore on the Point Reyes Peninsula == in order to preserve for 
all time for the benefit and enjoyment of the people the superlative scenic, 
scientific, historic and recreation resources of the Point Reyes Peninsula; 
provide for the recreation needs of the ever-increasing population of Marin 
County and the Bay Area; alleviate the increasing use and over-use of existing 
park and recreation areas; make available to all interested parties clear and 
fair presentation of facts concerning the proposed National Seashore. 


A little better than half of our members are from Marin County; except 
for a scattered few, most of the rest of them come from the Bay Area, With 
the cooperation of the Sierra Club we have had a film made of the area which 
we hope to show to interested people ... groups that would like to know what 
is there, who haven't been there. Many of the outdoor clubs and garden clubs 
have indicated interest in learning more about it. Since the article in the 
Chronicle there has naturally been a great deal of discussion, and we really 
don't know too much about the feasibility of the project yet. There is a 
study under way for which funds were appropriated, as you realize, by the 
Federal Government through the Park Service, and I think a great many of us 
are waiting to see what this study brings forth, . 


Q. Does the group as a whole have any specific views on the areas they would 
like to see acquired? Any specific portion? 


A. I don't feel that this idea of a park in the area is anything new to the 
people. I think Bear Valley has been eyed longingly for some time, To 
my knowledge it has changed hands five times, and each of the five times 
we have wished we could gather together enough money for it. It isa 
magnificent piece of property. I think the Federal Government has looked 
at it before as an admirable piece of property, I am not qualified to 
tell you what boundaries are, 


Perhaps if your group hasn't formulated any opinion yet .«. 


I think with a good many of them the feeling -- before the 55,000 acres 
was reported in the papers recently as the amount the Government might 
be interested in -- the feeling was that there should be some way to 
preserve what is there. In other words, we would not like to see a park 
be compromised by poor development on the fringes ... hot dog stands and 
that type of thing. It would be desirable to keep it very much the 

way it is. ; 


I gather that the group is waiting for the Park Service study to pin 
things down, 


We are very interested and hope that the study will answer many questions. 
And there are certainly many questions that almost everybody has, such as 
what it is going to do to our tax dollar, There are a great many things 
that we hope will be brought forth in the study. 
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Address of DR. PAUL WILSON, from the Conservation League. (Professor of 
Biology at the College of Marin) 


The Conservation League, of course, is very much interested in this. 
For years we have been interested in saving recreation land for public use 
where it seemed practicable. And this is one of the areas that we have spent 
a good deal of thought on. There are many unique things about it. I ama 
biologist, teaching at the College of Marin, and there are many unique 
properties out there. It is a most remarkable place from a natural history 
point of view. 


The geology you all know -- that great cleft in the earth, the 
San Andreas fault, runs right along the edge of it. We have tocross it to 
get in there, The land on the other side of that is unique. I heard one 
geologist say that you could teach a course from the material that is right 
there, you have so much. You have results of earthquakes, You have the lakes - 
one of the few places in this part of California that we have lakes ... very 
fine lakes, three-quarters or half-a-mile long with water the year around ... 
the kind of thing that I can't show to my students ordinarily because they are 
so rare in this part of California. There are great sea cliffs, remarkable 
in a scenic way but just as remarkable from a scientific point of view. That 
great sand spit that you see running down there ... where does that sand come 
from? Has it been eroded from those great cliffs? There is a land slide 
right out there on the Tevis Ranch. I was talking with a geologist about it 
not long ago and his interpretation was that that had slipped. From where I 
don't know; but it has slipped down, miles of it, into the ocean, which ac- 
counts for that remarkable topography that you have there. 


The living things there are as peculiar -- peculiar and striking. 

We know of the clams, the fish in the sea which almost everybody thinks of, 
and the oyster beds that are up there. Then along those coasts are rock shore 
animals that are most striking ... difficult for people to see and get ac- 
quainted with. Students come clear across the continent to this area, who 
are interested in that type of thing. I was out there the other day and saw 
coral for the first time on the Palomarin Ranch. Nothing striking, perhaps, 
but for the zoologist it is. There is a little single coral about the size 
of my thumbnail, growing up there with a little red polyp at the end of it. 
There are twenty-rayed star fish as big as two feet across. It is striking} 
I can't help but be enthusiastic, 3 


Wild life abounds out there. Ordinary wild animals that we see only 
occasionally in other places are quite common out there. There are raccoons 
and skunk and deer, great numbers of them <= too many of them. That is going 
to be one of the problems out there - what to do with the excess deer. Then 
there ig a peculiar animal out there = a mountain beaver, not related to what 
we ordinarily think of as a beaver except that they are both rodents. This 
is an antique animal, a kind of living fossil in a way, found in only a few 
places in the West. Aplodentia. And they are in those swamps. The swamps 
themselves are unique. We don't have fresh-water swamps here. But there are 
a number of swampy swales where I can take my classes in and find plants and 
animals that you can't find any other place this side of the High Sierras. 


See 


The plants are interesting, too. There is the Bishop Pine, a quite 
unusual species, found in only a few of the headlands out here, and a very 


Lap BEMIS 


LF SEN RAE ORES 





96 POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


dramatic tree. Worthless for lumber, but worth a great deal, it seems to me, 
for its scenic and its recreational value. 


Now on the historical side of it I am not very well prepared; but 
I just want to call attention to it. There is a probability, some people 
would say = others, a possibility - that Drake landed there ... the first 
white man to come up on the Coast of California. You have all heard the 
story, and I won't go into it. But there is a lot of other history there. 
The Portugese came in there very early, we know. They have found some of 
their porcelain ware. It was an interesting place in the early frontier 
time. Fred Howard, whose folks lived on the Bear Valley Ranch at the time 
of his birth, said that there were great bands of elk in there at that time, 
The cowboys used to gather up and pester them on Sunday, and the last they saw 
of them, they had formed a bunch and had swum across Tomales Bay and gone up 
to the north. That was the last they ever saw of the elk in Marin County. 


As I see it, it's a chance to get a place where people can actually 
get into biological and natural history areas and experience those things 
first hand ... a thing that is becoming very rare, very difficult to get, in 
our congested nation, We are getting it at a time when there is a minimum 
of disturbance to man. It is disturbing to those people who are out there, 
I grew up on a farm and know their problems. There are individual problems 
there that I hope can be worked out. But it will make a great opportunity, 
on the other hand, for many people - an opportunity it seems to me we need 
very much. 


Q. A good many people have spoken of the uniqueness of the area, but not 
many have come out and actually been specific. You have been in several 
instances here. It is unique in the absolute, in one way. You say that 
there are some plants that could not be found except this side of the 
Sierras, I do gather the Bishop Pine might be found in other places. 
But in what other areas would you say it is unique? 


A. We have a number of plants out there that are very rare, found in very 
few other places in Marin County. Again, I want to be accurate. The 
Labrador tea I think is there and the High Sierra. The camassia is 
found in these swamps. It is a striking blue; a member of the lily 
family. This is a root that is found in the northwest where I grew up. 
We had a camassia war out there because the Indians fought over land 
where this camassia is found. 


The Marin chipmunk is found there. Marin chipmunks are unique. They 
are also found in other places in the County, but that is one of the 
places where you do find the Marin chipmunk, There are great flocks 
of white pelicans, very striking - found, of course, in other places, 
but not in many other places, There are sea lions down at the foot of 
Point Reyes light house by the hundreds, and you can go there and look 
right down on them with their pups. Quite striking. I was out there 
at the inside of Drake's Estero not long ago, and the harbor seals were 
in there in great bands on those sand flats. It made a very striking 
show. There is another herd of them on the Tevis Ranch, In both of 
those places you can get quite close to them, It is one of the places 
that we have the horse clam - the large clam that people dig here. It 
is much more dramatic than the little, and very good, butter cockle that 
we eat. Those are things that come to my mind. 
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Q. What is the formation of the rock and the other hard surfaces that are 
noticeable out there? Are they of value geologically speaking? 


A. There are many things very striking in that respect. Down at the southern 
part there is out-cropping of crude oil in cracks along the Palomarin 
country and of course down south of what is known as the area of the pro- 
posed park - Duxbury Reef. But on the edge of Duxbury Reef you can go out 
and pick up chunks of rock into which the oil has oozed out. When I was up 
there with one of my students not long ago along on the Tevis or the 
Boyd Stewart Ranch, I picked up a rock and took it home, broke it up with 
a hammer, put it in a test tube and heated the water which it was in and 
the crude oil came off of it. You could smell it. Of course people who 
want an oil well have gone out there and dug holes all over that peninsula 
without any very satisfactory results, from that point of view. 


This area in here has a lime-stone base which is quite interesting. 
Monterey shale goes out here, a different formation from the one on the 
mainland. The one on the mainland rose up out of the ocean first and all 
of the upper part of it has been washed off in the Jurassic times ... the 
time of the dinosaur. This area in here was down under the water while 
this was being eroded, but it had been up before right at Drake's Bay 
Park. If you walk along those cliffs ,there are great masses of bones 
that can be nothing except whale bone, only they are set in the rock a 
hundred feet down from the surface. I was out there one time when one of 
my students was digging at a bone like that, (I am sorry to say they are 
open to dig at) and some of the other youngsters went down farther and 
got the remains of the vertebrae of the modern whale. So we had two whale 
bones to bring home. One 30 million years old and the other 30 years old. 


And over here at the point just across from the opening of Drake's Estero, 

I found a few weeks ago the greatest show of those fossils that I have ever 
seen, The granite comes up at the point, and that, too, is quite remarkable, 
It is sunk in and is covered. This is the case of drowned valley at Drake's 
Estero, This is the theory that we have - that it had been once washed out 
and then when the glaciers came and filled the sea up higher, it drowned 
that valley. 


The Conservation League has talked of this area for many years as an area 
that has these things that I have been speaking of ... an area that would 
disturb few people if it were taken over ... an area that has practically 
no work put in there by man that would have to be dealt with if it were 
taken over, If the area is bought up fifty years from now, a hundred years 
from now, and if it goes into subdivisions in the meantime, just think of 
all the upsets and of what will have to be done to it. Whereas with this 
area as it now stands, we are starting practically anew, 


Dr. Wilson, are there any other similar areas close to any metropolitan 
area in California that are as completely untouched, as I understand this 
to be from what you have said? It is as it was - untouched, in other words, 
for 30 million years? 


A, Well, of course, you have had people in there for 125 or maybe 150 years. 
It is untouched perhaps as a figure of speech -- relatively untouched, I 
know of no other place like that that is as close as this is to several 
million people. It is an area that can be used the year around (not for 
swimming, of course - I haven't said anything about that); but from the 
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point of view that I am talking about - seeing natural country almst like 

it was 150 years ago - I don't know of any other place. The park people 
would have better knowledge of that than I. But I have been around California 
for a long time and I know of nothing else that is comparable to this, as 
close. 


If a park were developed there allowing some recreation and some development 
such as minor roads, say, would the people coming in for recreation purposes 
disturb the sort of thing you have talked about? 


For eight years, I spent my summers with the National Park Service and acted 
as a ranger-naturalist. Six of those years I spent in Sequoia National 
Park, At that time, we were rather shocked at the way people were coming in, 
We had a quarter of a million a year the last year I was there, back in 190, 
I was back there just a few years ago; they now probably have a million or 

a million and a half, I don't know exactly. These Parks people can give 

you that story. But with proper park planning, and proper education of the 
people, and some supervision = some rangers around - those crowds can be 
handled so that that country is very little disturbed. It is still beautiful 
country to look at. And you can walk out in a path there and in twenty 
minutes you are away from civilization. You are just under great big trees. 
My wife and I spent several hours there the last time we were up, right at 
the height of the season, on one of those back trails in there, and we met 
only six or seven people. So that I think, if this is properly developed, and 
Park people are getting very skilled at doing that, tne area can be kept 
with many of the values that it has now. 


Wo one has mentioned the bird life to us, at least not to my knowledge. 
I wondered if you would comment on that. 


This is one of the favorite brandt hunting places, and there are a lot of 
them that don't get shot, too, up in that Drake's Estero, It is remarkable 
that way. The Audubon people make one expedition a year, or did for many 
years, out to the rocks right at the Point under the light house, to see 
the murres nesting, because that is one of the very few places that you 
can get to see those on the mainland, They are a rather remarkable bird. 
A sea bird, that comes in there. 


There are many, many forms of bird life all along there. You can't walk at 
any of those beaches without seeing them -- either the sandy beaches with 
their sand pipers and all those things that come in ... or the rocky shores. 
On the Bear Valley Ranch, you can walk right up to a cormorant's nest. 

You can walk off of a pasture here, around a little point, and-you are twenty 
feet from a cormorant's nest. There are several of them down in there. 

And then I still want.to call attention to my white pelicans which make 

one of the finest shows I have ever seen, You can see them up there. 
Drake's Estero is their headquarters, 
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MR. GEORGE L. COLLINS, Regional Cnief, Division of Recreation Resource Planning 
(National Park Service), United States Department of the Interior 


Chairman: Mr. George Collins of the Regional Office of the National Park 
Service is also with us tonight. Mr. Collins, would you care to answer 
some questions that we may have regarding acreage? 


Collins: Mr. Hatch called me this morning and mentioned that there was 
to be a meeting, and I wanted to come to hear what was said. I am glad, 
however, to do anything I can to help you, of course. 


There have been some items in the local paper and the Point Reyes press 
and, I understand, the Independent-Journal that there is talk now of 
taking over 55,000 acres, which would essentially mean the entire 
peninsula. Can you give us some comments on that? 


I would judge, from what you say, that that is a matter of opinion on the 
part of some writer or writers who may have heard discussion eminating from 
probably one or two meetings that have been held in the last several months, 
where, as far as I could gather, they might have listened to comments on the 
zones of influence we of the National Park Service are trying to work out 
in relation to the economic survey. The area of about 28,000 acres which 
we came up with in our original report of June 1937, is based on a meander- 
ing line that is a large section across Inverness Ridge from the sea and 
possibly even down on the east side of Inverness Ridge, on order to obtain 
in the national seashore a complete form as to earth and life sciences. We 
go from the San Andreas fault on the east side clear out to the sea. Then 
the estero and beach areas in the headlands of Point Reyes proper we incor- 
porated in our meandering line pretty much as you see the brown on the map. 
That totaled, roughly, from 26 to 28 thousand acres. It is difficult to 
get a really accurate assessment of it, and we have found it somewhere in 
between 26 and 28 thousand. That is about what the brown area on the map 
would amount to. But that is not a very realistic line to go by; it isn't 
a line - it is a zone within which you would have to work out a surveyed 
line and come up with an accurate acreage, before you could ever undertake 
an acquisition program, 


Coming to the economic side of it, we don't establish units of the National 
Parks System, of which there are 1] different types of areas, for the purpose 
of proving anything in the field of economics, A collateral point, or a 
collateral interest, in any such proposal as this is, of course, that of 
economics = what will it do to the country in which it is selected and what 
is its zone of influence? How far away from the area itself will you find 
the project exerting ar influence on the economy, once established? We 
have taken, roughly for this area 75 miles, or the Bay Region exclusive of 
Sacramento, Stockton, and even San Jose, as being one in which the area would 
exert primary influence. Most of the visitation would come from, you might 
say, the local field, and I am not sure whether we are going to stay with 
that distance or not. I was told today by the University of California 
people with whom we are working that we have meetings again scheduled for 
next week, and there is some considerable debate among all of us as to just 
what we would take as the primary zone of influence and how to work it out, 
wave on wave, until you get on out to the edge of any influence. Now there 
are people in New York who could come clear across the country to see 

this area. We know that. But you might say that is exceptional to the 
point that I am trying to develop here. 
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As to the 55,000 acre figure, the peninsula as a whole, I think, totals 
something over 56,000 acres. That's the whole thing from Duxbury Reef on 

up to the other end. The interest of all of the property owners on the 
peninsula, whether they are inside the area shown as brown or not, certainly 
would have primary concern in our economic survey. You would have to consider 
all of those properties, especially those which are bi-sected or impinged 
upon or reduced in size in terms of individual ownership by any part of this 
meandering brown area so that you begin to see, as experience teaches in 
other places, that you might pay as much for a piece of land in severage 
damages as it would cost to buy the whole thing. Now that wouldn't be 
necessarily an argument for buying the whole thing, but it would be a 

reason for including all of the private lands within the purview of your 
economic survey, You just can't ignore the lands along the side of the 

line that you select for the actual preliminary area itself, There has been 
discussion of the scenic easement method of guaranteeing against non-conform- 
ing uses right up against the national seashore line itself. In other words, 
you might get from a farmer or a property owner an agreement that he would 
not dismember his property for other purposes ... that he would maintain 

the pastoral quality which is so important in the scene as a whole out there... 
so that there would be some guarantee that you wouldn't establish a park 

to preserve the pastoral quality of the scene as a whole, and then find 

a few years later that what you had done was virtually establish a front 
yard for a bunch of subdivisions, This again, you see, points up the need 
to take within the purview of your economic survey all such matters; and 

it is easy enough for some reporter or some person to say, "Well, they 

are going out after 55,000 acres of land." 


As far as I know, those are probably the elements of the story. I haven't 
talked to the people who prepared the stories. I read one of them that 
came out in the Independent-Journal, and I saw an exchange of correspondence 
between someone at Point Reyes Station and one of the people in my office, 
which I think all together makes my explanation probably reasonable. 


As for buying the whole peninsula, putting that whole thing into a national 
seashore -- if there were no industries out there where the dairy lands are, 
if it were all just as you have it in the Bear Valley and Lake Ranches, 
without the concentrated dairy industrial use, you, of course, would take 
in the whole thing. If we were fifty years earlier or seventy-five years 
earlier, maybe that would have been possible. In 1935 when the National 
Park Service made its first survey and its first report, they recommended, 
if anything at all were done, to put this in proposal or project status, 
that they consider the whole peninsula. Many people have said to us that 
we were wrong in not carrying out that 1935 recommendation. But I myself, 
being probably most responsible for the direction of the Park Service's 
planning work, could not bring myself to recommend the inclusion of the 
dairy properties, at least at this time ... because it didn't seem to me 
that we had to do that, and that it was an established and important industry 
which means a lot. 


Now I am going to talk to you about a phase of this that I think is extremely 
important. I think you will agree with me, if you will remember back in 
your visits to some of New England and even Virginia farming communities. 

I can take you from Washington, D.C., in an hour's time, out into some 
places in Virginia which are nothing more than estates, but some of them 

are productive. They have dairy stock, and they have horses, and so on ... 
and they are absolutely magnificent. They are kept up to the point that they 
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are show places, and it will do your heart good to drive out from Washington 
up toward the Blue Ridge in good weather and just see those places, Now 
Marin County, to my way of thinking, has out here on the peninsula some 
pastoral qualities that are just as fine, if not finer, than any of the 
places that I know of in New England or down along the Atlantic seaboard, 
However, we are too young or too indifferent or something, because those 
places are not well taken care of, not well laid out, and they are not a credit 
to the public that ought to have a chance to get out and see them as parts of 
the landscape. I think we all know that, and we all realize that, and it 
would be an educational job, in the course of time, to get those places policed 
up so that they look like something. I think that as part of the edifice, 
the Point Reyes Peninsula edifice, the people who are in the dairy business 
and who are responsible must come to realize that whether this seashore is 
established or not, the public is going to get out there just as much as it 
can. And with all that has been discussed here in the past two or three 
years, with this concentrated interest in the area, I believe it would be 
hard to keep the public out of a good many places on the peninsula, even if 
you tried, I think public opinion would be against it. So those people have 
a duty to the public that they mst begin to realize more fully than they 
ever have in the past, because the country is too good to let it go into 
mediocrity as far as the way they handle their lands is concerned. 


How would the proposed State acquisition down around the Bridge affect 
your thinking on this? 


I think the interest of the State in the County both on the San Francisco 
side and the Marin side is just further proof of the efficacy of the park 
and recreation movement in general. Now if the State said it would like to 
incorporate this in the State program and asked us if we would bow out of 
the picture and support them in a State program linking this with their 
Golden Gate Bridge idea, why that would be fine with us. So long as the 
principle of. park establishment in terms of good planning for the future 

is carried out, we'll get along fine. We work with the State all the time, 
as Mr, Hatch can tell you. I think this area is truly a national conception 
of a seashore, It is one of.the several finest ones that has occurred in 
the minds of planners, 
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Senator Moss. Mr. Fletcher will be our next witness. 


STATEMENT OF JAMES F. FLETCHER, CHAIRMAN, MARIN COUNTY 
PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION 


Mr. Fiercuer. I am James F. Fletcher, chairman of the Marin 
County Parks and Recreation Commission, Our commission is a 
five-member body that has as its function advising the board of super- 
visors on the matters concerning parks and recreational facilities 
within the county. We have been in existence about. 1 year. At this 
time I would like to read and submit a resolution which our commis- 
sion enacted at its March 2 meeting. 

(The resolution follows :) 


Whereas the Marin County Parks and Recreation Commission has been made 
aware this date that the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the 
Congress of the United States has just scheduled a hearing on the Point Reyes 
Park proposal for April 14, 1960, in San Francisco; and 

Whereas testimony will be taken as to the views of organizations and in- 
dividuals on said proposal at said hearing; and 

Whereas this commission has a duty, among others, as provided by law to 
study and make recommendations on the acquisition and development of recrea- 
tional areas and facilities ; and 

Whereas the Point Reyes area is endowed with priceless qualities of widely 
varying land and seascapes, unique ecological relationships, a shoreline of vary- 
ing character, sites of historical significance and other features which make it 
worthy of preservation for public recreational use on a national basis: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Marin County Parks and Recreation Commission does 
go on record as approving of the establishment and development of a National 
Seashore on the Point Reyes Peninsula, Marin County, Calif., in order to pre- 
serve its superlative cultural resources for the benefit of the general public; 
provided, however, That the feasibility study presently being made does not show 
a definite economic liability to the majority of the people of Marin County. 

Passed and adopted this 2d day of March 1960, by the following vote, to wit: 

Ayes: Commissioners Lawson, Tharp and Newman. 

Noes: None. 

Absent: Commissioners Alpers and Fletcher. 


Mr. Fietrcuer. I might add that Mrs. Alpers and I are completely 
in agreement with the resolution. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, it may be submitted. Do you have addi- 
tional material ? 

Mr. Fiercuer. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman. The provision of the com- 
mission has been based to a great extent on the studies and report of 
the Marin County Recreation Commission which was a citizens’ com- 
mittee appointed by the board of supervisors in 1957. As I recall, 
there were 29 members to investigate, study, and submit its report on 
the park and recreational needs of the county. And at this time I 
would like to submit the final report that this committee made to the 
board of supervisors and also attached to this is a report of the sub- 
committee on parks, beaches, and boating facilities. And that sub- 
committee deals to some extent with the entire west coastline of Marin 
County and specifically with the Point Reyes Peninsula. The recom- 
mendation of the committee with respect to the Point Reyes proposed 
park is: “That the board of supervisors encourage the economic evalua- 
tion of the proposed national recreational area in western Marin and, 
if indicated to be of advantage to the county as a whole, give official 
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support to the acquisition and development of the area as a national 
park.” And in its report the subcommittee listed the development and 
county support of the proposed national recreational area in western 
Marin as an immediate and urgent item, and I would like to submit 
those two reports at this time. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Fletcher, the reports with their 
recommendations will be made a part of the record. 

Does that then conclude your testimony ? 

Mr. ScHALLINGER. Yes, it does unless you have some questions. 

(The reports follows :) 
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MARIN COUNTY RECREATION COMMITTEE 
FINAL REPORT TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 


Introduction 

In July 1957, the Board of Supervisors appointed the Marin County 
Recreation Committee to (1) assemble data concerning the existing facilities 
and recreational needs of Marin County, (2) discuss and evaluate the collected 
information, and (3) report to the Board its findings and recommendations. 
The Committee believes it has completed its assignment and, accordingly, res- 
pectfully submits this final report. 
II. Committee Procedure 


In gathering the information considered necessary before making recom- 


mendations, the Committee has: 


1. Prepared a complete and detailed inventory of recreational facili- 
ties in both the incorporated and unincorporated areas of Marin County. 

2. Made a survey of recreational activities available for children 
throughout the county, including city, district and organizational programs. 

3. Circulated a questionnaire among more than 1,00 representative high 
school students to determine their recreational interests and to evaluate the 
activities presently offered. (This questionnaire was prepared by members of 
the Marin Youth Association and the Recreation Committee, circulated through 
the cooperation of the various high schools and youth groups, and is now 
being tabulated by the trained personnel of the Group Work and Recreation 
Section of the Marin Council of Community Services.) 

he Reviewed previous studies, surveys and plans of recreation in 
Marin County. 


Se Made a field survey of existing county parks and of those areas 





POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


not developed residentially which have been recommended for acquisition in 
previous surveys, and also of areas suitable for park development and now 
needed by the rapid growth in population which was not anticipated in pre- 
vious studies. 

6. Questioned neighboring counties, through correspondence and per- 
sonal interviews, to learn of their experience in conducting recreational 
activities, land acquisition, park development and administration. 

7e Explored various methods that have been used for financing recrea- 
tion programs and facilities, including controlled concessions, county ad- 
ministration of revenue-producing activities, revenue bonds, state loans, 
and joint use and control of water district lands. 

The Committee conducted these studies through sub-committees composed 
of members who have interest and experience in the particular phase of recre- 
ational activity assigned. It will be evident from the amount of work accom- 
plished that many hours have been spent outside of general Committee meetings 
and have involved wider member participation than is indicated by the atten- 


dance recorded in Committee minutes. The information thus gathered has been 


turned over to the Marin County Parks and Recreation Commission in the form 


of written reports. 

III, Conclusions 
As a result of its studies, the Committee is convinced that: 
MARIN RESIDENTS SHOULD BE PROVIDED WITH A SYSTEM OF COUNTY PARKS 
AND WATER AREAS DISTRIBUTED AS EVENLY AS POSSIBLE GEOGRAPHICALLY 
AND SO LOCATED AS TO BE EASILY ACCESSIBLE FROM THE VARIOUS CENTERS 
OF POPULATION. ‘THESE PARKS SHOULD BE LARGE ENOUGH IN AREA TO 
PROVIDE THE DIVERSIFIED INFORMAL TYPES OF RECREATION NECESSARY 
FOR THE VARIOUS AGE LEVELS OF A FAMILY GROUP WHICH ARE NOT PRO- 
VIDED BY STATE AND FEDERAL PARKS, 
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The Committee has found that each level of government provides the 
type of park best suited to the people it serves: the extensive state or 
federal park serves people from a very wide area, either through conserva- 
tion of special types of land or by providing facilities for extended vaca- 


tions; the municipal or district park supplies the day-to-day requirements 


of local residents through supervised programs for both active and passive 


recreation; the function of the county park lies between these two extremes 
and should fulfill the needs of county residents by providing on an informal 
basis many types of recreation so that a family can come as a group to spend 
the day or weekend and each member be satisfied with an activity suited to 
his age and interest. 

Experience has shown that an area of about 100 acres is ideal for 
this kind of county park to permit proper placing of facilities without des- 
troying the natural park appearance, to accommodate the number of people from 
the areas of the county that it should serve, and to allow for efficient ad- 
ministration. San Mateo County has found that, if smaller areas are set up 
as separate parks, a greater number of parks are needed and as mich as 85% 
of the budget may go to pay for supervision; that, as the size of the park 
goes up, the percentage cost of supervision correspondingly declines, 

In past years Marin citisens and visitors have been able to enjoy the 
county's beaches, mountains, and forests at will because they did their swin- 
ming, hiking, and picnicking in small enough numbers to leave the property and 
its owners undisturbed. The unexpected population growth in the county has 
coincided with increased leisure time and with a local and national surge of 
enthusiasm for all kinds of recreation, and also with a flow of residential 
development which will certainly reach the northern border of Marin in due 
time and is rapidly eliminating the open spaces previously used for family 


recreation, It is ironical that the magnet attracting most of these new 
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residents is the rural atmosphere and natural beauty of wooded mountains, 

the bay or ocean shoreline, and park-like valleys of Marin which are the very 
things to be changed and fenced off from public use by the subdivisions the 
newcomers require for homes. It is to save some of these beautiful areas for 
use and enjoyment by all of the present and future citizens of Marin that 

the Committee believes we should start now to establish a system of county 
parks while there are suitable areas still available. 

THERE IS NO CONFLICT BETWEEN PRIVATELY-OWNED OR COMMERCIAL 

RECREATIONAL FACILITIES AND PUBLICLY-OWNED FACILITIES, 

Experience in other counties and across the nation has shown that 
development of public parks and recreation facilities actually increases the 
demand for and the business potential of private or commercial operations. 
The reason seems to be that customers are attracted to the park area and, 
once there, may find they prefer to patronize the commercial facility where 
the fee charged automatically limits the number of people using the facility 
and so assures its availability in normally crowded periods or where better 
accommodations may be provided for the patrons or members. 

In some instances, other counties have found it advantageous to lease, 
on a controlled concession basis, the administration of a particular facility, 
the decreased revenue to thé county being offset by a decrease in administra- 
tive expense and personnel, 

There is a two-fold advantage in not waiting for all recreational 
facilities in park or water areas to be developed by private interests: 

1. Any development in private hands can and will be changed in use 
when it is in the best interests of the property owner to do so; lands in 
public ownership give assurance to the citizen that the area will be reserved 


for recreation as long as it is in the best interests of the commnity; 


2. Purchase and development by private interests of the large land 


and tidal areas necessary for recreational use requires a very large invest- 


ment of private capital which is available only if guaranteed a profit. This 


55881 O—60——8 
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means that only those installations can be properly financed that are able to 
prove that the present demand is great enough to justify the investment. A 
governmental unit can anticipate its future population and their needs, select 
the most logical locations for recreational areas, and acquire the necessary 
acreage, proceeding with the actual development at a rate consistent with 
population growth. 

THERE ARE SOME AREAS IN MARIN THAT SHOULD BE PRESERVED BECAUSE 

THEY ARE UNIQUE. THEY SHOULD BE ACQUIRED IMMEDIATELY TO BECOME 

A PART OF THE COUNTY PARK SYSTEM OR TO BE HELD UNTIL TAKEN OVER 

AS STATE OR FEDERAL PARKS, 

Marin's 125 miles of scenic shoreline on ocean and bay is rapidly being 
developed for private use and there is an urgent need to preserve some of 
this unique resource for the benefit of the majority of county citizens. 
Interest in all types of marine activity is growing at an unbelievable rate, 
whether it be in boating, fishing, swimming, exploring tide-pools, or merely 
lazing on the beach or shore to enjoy the wide stretches of ocean or bay. 
Surely the citizen is entitled to enjoy more of this area than the ten miles 
of shoreline that is presently open to the public; and even half of this 
amount is privately owned. 

The redwood forests in the hills around Nicasio, San Geronimo and 
Camp Taylor play a vital role in conservation as watershed lands in addition 
to being considered one of the natural wonders of the world. These lands 
are not suitable for intensive residential or agricultural use but are ideal 
for recreation if development is kept in proper ratio to natural park. 

The Bishop pine is even more restricted in its distribution than the 
redwood and Marin County is particularly favored in its fine representation 
of this type of forest along the Inverness Ridge. Residential encroachment 
is increasing at a rapid pace and acquisition should start immediately if 
this unique inheritance is to be preserved, 
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A COUNTY PARK SYSTEM IS FINANCIALLY FEASIBLE IF THE IMPORTANCE 

OF THE PROGRAM IS RECOGNIZED, IF THE PROGRAM IS PLANNED ON A 

LONG-TERM BASIS, IF YEARLY ALLOCATIONS TO A LAND ACQUISITION 

AND PARK DEVELOPMENT FUND ARE CONSISTENTLY INCLUDED IN EACH 

BUDGET, AND IF REVENUE BONDS OR STATE LOAN FUNDS ARE USED TO 

FINANCE SELF-SUPPORTING DEVELOPMENTS. 

To the Committee it appears vitally important that Marin County pro- 
ceed as rapidly as possible in this program of preserving the beautiful areas 
still available and suitable for recreation, the preservation of a heritage 
for which Marin is envied by people from all over the world. In making a 
priority list for acquisition, it was found that all the areas considered 
especially desirable are in danger of being lost to some type of private de- 
velopment in the very near future. It was also found that they make a sensible 
pattern of geographical distribution and are of adequate size to meet the 
criteria for a system of county parks, The priority list is attached to 
this report. Since it is the recommendation of a lay committee, the selec- 
tions should be checked by a person trained in recreation planning and site 
development. 

Members of the Board of Supervisors are more experienced in financing 
county projects than members of this Committee but, to make this report com- 
plete in summarizing Committee conclusions, it is requested that the follow- 
ing points be given consideration: 

le Establishment of an adequate county park system should be planned 
as a long-term project of at least twenty years, and allocations to a land 
acquisition and park development fund should be made each year, starting 
this year, in an amount that will assure the completion of the project in 
the time set, 


On a long-term basis this would not require an unreasonable tax 


if considered in relation to the cost of other county services; the small 
sums that have been allocated in the past when this project should have been 


under way; and the amounts badgeted in other counties, even those of a simi- 
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lar size and population but with fewer scenic and recreational advantages, 
For example, a ten-cent tax at the 1958-59 assessed valuation would raise 
over four million dollars in twenty years, an amount that appears to be more 
than adequate to acquire the land needed, 

2. Expenditures for recreational development are in the long run 
offset by income that is impossible to separate as anexact figure but is 
recognized as a factor in surveys and by industry. To list some of these 
sources, there are the new businesses related to recreation and the sales 
taxes they collect; there is the value to the local businessman of having 


Marin's recreation dollar spent at home; there is the increase in value of 


residential property which is located in an area that has provided adequately 


for recreation. 

3. Land acquisition should come first and proceed as rapidly as 
funds become available so that essential areas can be saved for public use 
at a cost as close to today's prices as possible. Once a site is definitely 
selected, an option could be used to hold it for purchase, as is done in 
San Mateo County. 

ke Revenue bonds or loans from state funds should be used wherever 
possible for self-supporting or profitemaking facilities . Experience has 
shown that revenue from small-craft harbors and golf courses repays develop- 
ment costs as well as supervision and maintenance so that they are easily 
financed with reverme bonds. Reasonable fees charged at swimming pools and 
campsites cover the cost of operation with a small excess ‘that will return 
the investment in the facility itself (usually not the land) if considered 
on a long-term basis. 

IV. Recommendations 

In view of its conclusions and its feeling of urgency in the matter 

of recreation, the Committee urges the Board of Supervisors to take immediate 
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action on the following recommendations: 

1. That the Marin County Parks and Recreation Commission be instructed 
to proceed immediately on the preparation of a Marin County Recreation Master 
Plan that will provide for an adequate county park system for Marin's ultimate 
development as well as today's needs, indicate feasible small-craft harbor 
sites, and allow for the preservation of unique areas in Marin County. 

2. That the Board of Supervisors establish a fund for land acquisi- 
tion and development of park and water areas which will receive an allocation 
each year (including the 1959-60 budget year) commensurate with the need and 
growth of the county. 

3. That the Board of Supervisors make available as needed funds and 
personnel for expediting preparation of the Recreation Master Plan and for 
the harbor feasibility studies required to qualify for loans from the State 
of California Small-Craft Harbor Commission or for revere bonds. 

h. That, upon completion of the Recreation Master Plan, the Board of 
Supervisors proceed as rapidly as is legally permitted to consider and adopt 
the plan so that the Marin County Parks and Recreation Commission can within 
the year prepare precise plans of those approved sites that are in immediate 
danger of being lost to public use. 

S. That the Marin County Parks and Recreation Commission be author- 


ized to initiate preliminary discussions with the Marin Municipal Water Dis- 


trict and the North Marin Water District concerning the feasibility of in- 


creased recreational use of water district lands, possibly on a cooperative 
basis. 

The Committee requests that the Board of Supervisors also give consid- 
eration to these further recommendations: 

1. That the Board of Supervisors encourage the economic evaluation 
_ of the proposed National Recreation Area in Western Marin and, if indicated 


to be of adyantage to the county as a whole, give official support to the 
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acquisition and development of the area as a national park, 

2. That the Board of Supervisors encourage the development of road- 
side rests along county roads by enlisting the help of the Chambers of Com- 
merce, their Tourist Bureau, and the various youth organizations, 

3- That the Board of Supervisors urge the State Highway Department 
to establish roadside rests on Marin's state highways comparable to those 


enjoyed by California tourists in other states, 


With this report, the Marin County Recreation Committee believes it 


has completed the work assigned to it by the Board of Supervisors and requests 


that it be dismissed. 


Respectfully submitted, 


MARIN COUNTY RECREATION COMMITTEE 


Chairman 
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Summary of Recommendations for Land Acquisition, listing only the more 
important or urgent areas. 


III. 


IV. 


The arabic number used before each area designates the proposed 
riority rating for acquisition: (1) Immediate and urgent; 
{2) Required as soon as financially feasible; (3) Desirable. 


Waterfront Parks 


(1) Additional Net Depot lands, and possibly other adjacent land, 
such as Paradise Cove and intervening strip. 


(1) Beach and bluff strip on western shore of Tomales Bay (north 
of State Park). 


(1) Sand Point-Tom's Point area of the northeast shore of Tomales 
Baye 


(1) Development of parking area for existing park at south tip of 
Bolinas Bay. 


(1) Richardson Bay shore near foot of Waldo grade. 
(3) Bolinas Mesa beach, 


Scenic or Natural Parks 


(1) Redwood areas in the Nicasio-San Geronimo-Camp Taylor area. 
(1) Bishop pine area, Inverness ridge. 


Large County Park 
(1) In northeast or north-central Marin. 


Boating Facilities 


(1) Petaluma Creek. 
(1) Gallinas Creek-Civic Center region. 


(2) East shore of Tomales Bay (with facilities as concessions). 
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MARIN COUNTY RECREATION COMMITTEE 
Final from Parks, Beaches and Boa Facilities S Committee 


Background and General Need: It seems evident from the studies of this committee 

that the land set aside for recreation in Marin 
County is insufficient for the needs of the present population, This is true in 
practically all types of recreational facilities, including those related to water 
areas, beaches, and large parks. 


Formerly roads and vehicles were such that trips to beaches, forest areas, or 
picnic spots were apt to be infrequent and rather momentous excursions. In other 
ways these places were then more accessible than they are today because they were 
not built up; the resident population was small; there was space enough for the 
visitors and relatively little opposition was shown to visitor use of the areas. 
Increasing ease of travel brought two basic changes: it allowed the permanent 
resident population and the regular weekend population to move farther and farther 
out from the urban centers, encroaching more and more on the reserves of the hin- 
terlands; it has also allowed the excursionists to descend on those same places in 
much greater numbers. Inevitably the excursionists have been more and more excluded 
and forced to hunt new sites for their recreation, thus further extending the force 
of population pressures, 


Conditions have become even more acute quite recently. The country as a whole is 
in the midst of a population "explosion" in which Marin County markedly participates 
not only in regard to the increased birthmte but even more by influx of families 
from outside the county. Simultaneously, the American people are in the midst of an 
almost unbelievable "explosion" of outdoor recreational activity. Traveling, camp- 
ing, use of parks and all public lands has leaped phenomenally so that the burden 
on those public lands is almost annihilating them, Marin County, richly endowed 
though it is with such attributes as forest and beaches, is not essentially differ- 
ent from the rest of the country in regard to this excessive pressure of people on 
public lands, It is true that some places do have a greater problem at the present 
moment, but by the same token Marin County still has a chance to take action to 
forestall impoverishment in this kind of wealth. And be it noted that after such 
impoverishment there is no chance to recoup losses| How long this opportunity of 
forestalling loss will be ours cannot be definitely stated, but practically all 
predictions are for continued rapid population increase and an associated increase 
in need for public lands for recreation. The conclusions, we believe, are obvious, 
Briefly, the county could well use more park and shore areas nows some land is still 
relatively available now; we shall have ter need for such areas in a short tine 
and in that same short time it is suuhenl Uae Lend may be practically unavailable 
or, at least, much more expensive, 


Marin County, at first thought, seems to have sufficiently large areas preserved 
for public use. The fact remains, however, that, as has already been pointed out, 
need for recreational space will increase at the same time that the amount of avail- 
able space is decreasing. Beaches and boating loom large in the thoughts of many 
people when Marin County recreation is mentioned. It has been repeatedly pointed 
out that by far the greater amount of Marin County's boundaries (about 125 miles of 
shore or navigable creek boundary as opposed to about 17 miles of land or smaller 
creek boundary) are water front. We are, therefore, more favorably situated for 
beach and boating development than almost any other area in the nation, Consider- 
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able portions of this shoreline cannot, however, be utilized for development of 

public recreation. Some is, by its nature not suited for public beaches (either 

with or without swimming) or for boating or yachting activity; some is not even 
particularly well suited for scenic parks offering only marine views, ‘Some areas 

are occupied by the military services (Fort Barry, Fort Baker, Fort Kronkheit, and 
Hamilton Air Force Base). Some shoreline is now, or will be, developed in private 

or semi-private boat and yacht facilities, or in Marina-type residential areas or 
other private housing. Private development of both kinds is right and proper -- f 
and necessary -- within limits. But certainly adequately extensive holdings should | 
be kept for the benefit of the majority of county citizens. The future is a long 
stretch of time for the general public to be denied adequate access to and use of 

this unique resource. 


In 1943 the County Recreation Master Plan spoke of "the appalling lack of beach 

land available for public use on San Pablo Bay... ". And after summarizing 
Pomeroy's 1935 survey recommending "long stretches of beach lands® for public use, 
the 193 Master Plan states, "The conditions that would have made his (Pomeroy's) 
plans possible have changed considerably .... No long stretches are available now. 
We will be fortunate, indeed, if we even acquire ‘occasional spots'." Those latter 
statements were made after a lapse of only eight years after the 1935 survey, at 
least one year of which was a war year and even the years prior to that saw develop- 
ment at a very much slower rate than has taken place in the thirteen years since the 
end of the war. During those thirteen years the amount of loss of lands possible 

to develop for public use is almost unbelievable, This is especially true in the 
southern and central parts of the county, but population growth and extension is 
progressing in the north also and makes urgent the need to preserve scenic and 
recreation lands now, before it is too late, 


This report attempts to point out a majority of the possible localities for county- 
wide recreation, It does not intend to imply that all mst be acquired at once, or 
even that every one should be acquired. It does strongly recommend that detailed 
studies of sites be made, a general plan with priority ratings be formulated, and 
acquisition in accordance with this plan be begun at once and consistently carried 
on. This report, in general, is recommending county park and beach areas mainly 

in the north and west because of lack of available areas in the more densely 
populated districts though there are a few exceptions. 


Shoreline Areas, Southern Marin: In the southern part of the county where the 
fairly dense population occupies a large 
percentage of the land, there are planned, in addition to existing facilities, 
some quite comprehensive areas and facilities for recreation of various kinds, 
The majority of these are presently proposed for development on a commmnity 
or inter-commnity, not a county level. Much of the shore area is pre-empted 
at this time, although this is not all a loss, recreation-wise, First of all, 
there is the Richardson Bay Tidelands set aside for bird refuge and human 
recreation. In addition, the yachting and boating establishments of all types 
in Sausalito, Belvedere, and Tiburon, whether commnity, semi-public, commercial, 
or private, all do serve some portion of the aquatic-minded citizenry and thereby 
help to satisfy some of the county-wide needs. There are plans in existence 
which would include a large part of Richardson Bay shore in one type or another 
of scenic or recreational development, but there still is opportunity for the 
county to take part in this. As the first part of the county seen at close range 
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after descending the hills by any route from the bridge, this region has a key 
role in creating a pleasing impression; for this reason, among others, the scenic 
aspects are at least as important as the recreational ones, At present, the views 
of the shore in the vicinity of the foot of Waldo grade are not exactly pressing! 
eee ee _— very well be, in part, of a Marina-type park. This could, 

: mor aie is be treat te 


is unparalleled, There is no need for all this western shore to be in public 
ownership, but most of it in private ownership will probably develop along recreation 
or recreation-related lines. And in connection with this development it does not 
seem unreasonable for the county to publicly offer a welcome to Marin County with 
an inviting Marina which will also be a welcome offering to our own citizens, In 
support of this last statement it may be pointed out that a recent survey of 
people using the Marina in San Francisco showed that more than 50% of them came 
from Marin County because they could find no comparable place here to sit and 
look at water and boats} As the area becomes busier it is probable that there 
will be a regular and safe access road to serve the entire shore, including such 
a Marine. It is strongly urged that, if the county is able to acquire land here, 
at least some of it be put to this purpose. Aside from out-and-out public owner- 
ship or control of recreation facilities on hichardson Bay, there is a field for 
county participation in encouraging commercial enterprises of a type consistent 
with the best development of the whole Bay and shoreline. A case in point is the 
recreation-related hydroplane base which faced elimination by excessive filling 
of the Bay. Cooperation by the county such as that voted by the Supervisors in 
this particular matter is a type of public participation in recreation which will . 
often be found to achieve benefits for the citizens far out of proportion to the 
cost. Whatever the degree of county involvement, the important thing is that 
the county should look ahead; and, cognizant of the results of present action or 
inaction, choose the course which will be best for the county in the long run. 
In this look at the future, the esthetic and intangible facets of the picture 
must be recognized and their importance fully understood, 


In this southern district there still remains the possibility of acquiring some 
land along the eastern shore of the Tiburon Peninsula, The county now owns 18 
acres of the former Net Depot lands but this plot is, by itself, inadequate for 
a county park and it has-no water access. The county should actively make every 
effort to acquire the remainder of the Net Depot lands. The county has made 
application for that area which was recently released; if its application is 
accepted, it still remains for the purchase price to be raised. If the Reed 
School District application is accepted, the county might be able to negotiate 
for those parts (including the tidelots) for which the school district is not 
applying. The Small Craft Harbors Commission of the State of California Depart- 
ment of Natural Resources has also made application but this supposedly was just 
to insure no slip-ups in keeping the land in public hands and the plan would be 
to work out an agreement with the county. In addition to the Net Depot lands, 
acquisition should be made of adjoining land needed to make a continuous, 
efficient park unit. Total acquisitions should make possible the development 
of parking, picnic areas, trails, and beach and boating facilities. This park 
would then perform, among other functions, the much needed one of a public 





POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 117 


(Final Report from Parks, Beaches and Boating Facilities Study Committee, cont'd) 


mainland base for trips to Angel Island State Park. Additional area may still 
be possible for county acquisition at Paradise Cove, though this has ady 

been sought as a subdivision area. If sufficient land is obtained to make a real 
park area, it can, with mtual benefit, be correlated with the Tiburon Peninsula 
local park plans as they are effectuated. This area is very important to the 

total recreation system of the county for several reasons. It is just about 

the only remaining possibility for a completely public facility of this type in 

the southern part of the county. In addition it is preeminently acceptable for a 
park: it is beautiful territory, relatively unspoiled; it is sunny and sheltered 
from winds. In 1957 the State Division of Beaches and Parks made a survey of 

this whole area, As a summary of numerous detailed statements of its desirability, 
the report said it was "a very desirable recreation area of a limited neture that 
could be operated at not too great expense by a local entity." 


Shoreline Areas, Western Marin: To the west, in the Stinson Beach-Bolinas region, 

the demand far exceeds the supply of recreation 
space. Stinson Beach State Park is not adequate to handle the summer crowds, even 
with the recent addition of the Sea Downs area, There is a county-owned strip of 
ocean beach extending northward from the state park boundary and the people from 
the state park utilize this, but there is still overcrowding. This county area is 
lower-beach property only; that is, on the landward side are privately owned lots, 
almost all with houses, Two public roads give access to the public beach but one 
affords no parking space, the other space for only about twenty cars at the most. 
Between part of this privately owned land (which is in back of the county beach) 
and Highway 1 is the tide-marsh tip of the lagoon. This is in county ownership. 
As it stands, both its character and its small size are unfavorable for separate 
recreational development. It might be possible, by acquiring proper access con- 
nections between, to develop this area for parking and service facilities for the 
beach. Use of this swamp area for helping make that beach into a proper recreational 
facility would seem to be a reasonable project for the very near future, 


North of the county beach and private home area the sandspit which forms Bolinas 
Lagoon extends toward Bolinas, The entire sandspit is now a partially built-up, ex- 
clusive residential area and beyond all possibility of public ownership. There is 
now, therefore, no more beach available in that area for public use or acquisition. 
Nor does there seem to be much room for county participation in public use of the 
lagoon itself or its shores. Highway 1 slips along the east shore of the lagoon, 
bounded very closely on the one side by steep hills, on the other by the lagoon. 
Only with extensive fill could car parking as well as boat launching space be pro-= 
vided. Most of this lagoon and shore are under the control of the Bolinas Harbor 
District which has drawn up plans for development and has obtained clearance for 
them from the state. There remain, however, some small pieces in private control 
with the possibility that they might be used umwisely as far as the best interests 
of the whole shore development is concerned. State law allows acquisition of land, 
including tidelands, between a road and the water body it skirts, even though that 
land is not actually needed for the road right of way. This could be made into at- 
tractive edging for road and lagoon or, where feasible, for at least look-out 
points if not large enough for actual boating facilities, etc, 


North of the lagoon entrance is a separate bit of ocean shore, about 1-1/2 miles 
long, including Duxbury Point, which is reserved for public or semi-public use by 
a quit claim deed vesting ownership in the Bolinas Beach Property Owners’ 
Association. This is a wonderful beach area in spite of the fact that it is only 
a high=-tide beach; also the rocks and reefs are rather exceptional in their 
adaptation to low-tide exploration and use. There are relatively few places along 
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the California coast which offer more in this regard. From the standpoint of 
general public use it would be advantageous if ownership could be taken over by 
the county, or by the state if it could be administered in conjunction with the 
nearby state park. The same advantages might be possible to obtain by cooperative 
administration by the present owners and the county. The land involved in the 
quit claim deed is mainly the cliffs, between the road and the beach, and the 
beach or tideland itself. There are several points of good or reasonable descent 
of the cliffs, including a road access of a sort, to within a short distance of 
the beach. However, more regular paths and perhaps roads, and considerable parking 
space should be constructed. There are empty, privately-owned lands on the mesa, 
adjacent to the cliffs, which offer the possibility of development of parking areas 
and rest rooms, Concessions, such as lunch rooms, would probably be good if use 
of the area came to be great enough to'support them. Additionally, if enough mesa- 
top area were acquired, a somewhat more elaborate dining establishment might be 
feasible. The setting for this is wonderful, but it is quite possible that complete 
private ownership rather than a concession would be more practical. 


Shoreline Areas, Tomales Bay Regions: Along the western edge of Tomales Bay is a 
shoreline of great esthetic appeal: more or 


less wooded hills slope abruptly down to the water, often ending in small bluffs 
affording the possibility of beautiful picnic sites with extensive views, In between 
the bluffs are beaches, one of the particular charms of which is the small size of 
the individual beaches which gives them an intimate quality seldom found along our 
California shoreline. The immediately adjacent wooded slopes already mentioned are 
also a unique feature, differing both from the open land near the beaches of southern 
California and the heavy forest of large trees found to the north of us. Furthermore, 
the water is quiet and warm, another somewhat rare combination of characters, Some 
ef these beaches, not having road access are used almost exclusively by boating 
parties and are highly prized for this reason. This strip along the Bay would work 
out very well as a sort of tiny “wilderness area," kept without roads so that the 
"wild" atmosphere would not be so completely destroyed. 


The more southerly portion of Tomales Bay's western shore is now occupied by com- 
munities or by private residences or beach and boating facilities. North of this 
there is Tomales Bay State Park which includes several of the small beaches and a 
strip of the wooded hinterland. Extending northward between this park and the 
proposed National Recreation Area there still remains some of the best of the 

same type of fringe land and shore line which is not yet intensively built up and 
which is not particularly useful for grazing or other agricultural purposes, It 
may, in the future, be cut up and sold for private residences or commercial or 
private recreation and the character will be greatly changed or the public excluded, 
Of course, as in a great many places desirable for public recreation, the present 
owners may oppose public acquisition. This and the costs of acquisition and 
development must always be considered in a study of any desirable area. However, 
having pointed out the uniqueness of this shoreline, it is redundant to say that 
it is limited in extent, but this fact cannot be too strongly emphasized§j If an 
adequate extent is to be saved for future citizens, that saving mst be done soon. 
Only the northern tip of this shore is included in the proposed National Recreation 
Area. The rest is herein considered to be essential to the County Park System. 


National Recreation Area: It should be mentioned that the realization of the 
proposed National Recreation Area will be dependent upon 
local (including county) participation and the county should at once begin actively 
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working on it. This proposed National Recreation Area includes a large solid 
block north of Bolinas including both shoreline and hinterland. In the northern 
and western portions of Drake's Bay and along the ocean shore of the peninsula 
only the shore and a narrow fringe behind it is proposed for inclusion. Near the 
ocean shore, about halfway between the Point Reyes lighthouse and the northern 

tip of the peninsula at Tomales Bluff, lies Abbotts Lagoon which is owned by the 
state but the only access to which is across private land. This lagoon and its 
shores offer a variety of possibilities (and normally sefe ones) which would en- 
thrall any aquatically minded youngster, The proposed Recreation Area boundaries 
include this area, It has been pointed out that the State Lands Commission, which 
is the agency controlling Abbotts Lagoon, has no interest in recreation; it is apt 
to lease the area for a long term to some private hunting club or other interests 
which would keep it out-of-bounds for the general public. There may be possible 
ways by which the state can turn over this area to the county. This should be in- 
vestigated so that, in the event of long delay on the national plan, this part 
could be not only safeguarded, but actually made usable at the present time. Later 
it could be used as “matching funds" to help speed the larger program. This same 
procedure could perhaps apply to the property near Drakes Bay Park which is owned 
by William Hall and which he is purportedly willing to turn over to the county. 
This has not been confirmed, but would bear investigation by a properly authorised 


body. 


In regard to the ocean shore north of the lighthouse, it is true that it is not 
safe for such activities as swimming or fishing, but it is nevertheless worthwhile 
saving in a comparatively natural state because ocean shores are, by and large, a 
rare commodity and one which is all too easily and frequently destroyed by unwise 
private exploitation. The history of water front lands, wherever they are found, 
whether in fog, or sun, or wind, etc., shows that as the population grows nearby, 
these shores are settled privately or are otherwise spoiled or lost to the public 
unless they are deliberately and permanently saved as public lands. 


Unfortunately, opposition to the National Recreation Area plan developed before all 
the pros and cons could be studied and the facts made public. Before making any 
decisions the county should investigate and consider all facts and explore all 
possibilities. For instance, from the financial standpoint a national recreation 
area may be found to bring in more revenue to the county than the taxes it cuts 
off, Indirect benefits from the intangible or esthetic contributions are enormous 
and should be considered. Hardship on present owners may not be as great as they 
now fear -- all possible facts should be studied and the findings explained to 

the owners for their consideration. All means of insuring the welfare of present 
owners should be employed. It should be pointed out that ranch country is an 
ideal companion to park land and as such should be aided rather than discouraged 
in the vicinity. Also, park areas near ranch land, with properly planned roads 
and good administration, can actually increase value and protection, and reduce 
trespassing and damage which otherwise tend to become worse as population grows. 


Near the mouth of Tomales Bay, south of Dillon Beach, is a spot with great pos- 
sibilities of development for family outings, which is one of the, if not the, 

most important phases of recreation for county participation. This is the 
Point-Tom's Point region and is one of the areas suggested in the Recreation Master 
Plans it combines boat launching possibilities, large sand beaches and sand dunes 
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for picnic or play, and a background of a lagoon and rolling hills where a 
variety of activities can be provided without too much changing of the natural 
environment. At the present time part of it is being developed as a commercial 
recreation site. Such private development will serve the same purpose as county 
development under three conditions: if the size of the area is comparable to 
that which would be feasible for a public park so that it would serve an equal 
number of people; if the development remains, as it is now, one that caters to 
the family-outing needs rather than some other type that would not take advantage 
of, and might even destroy, the natural advantages of the site; and if it con- 
tinues as a place of recreation and is not turned over to some other use, It 

has been suggested that, since private development has already begun here, it 
should be encouraged and also that both it and the public should be given guarantee 
of its permanence by some means. However, it may be that the only reliable way of 
guaranteeing this is for the county to acquire the land and then lease it to the 
private developers, In any case, the whole Sand Point-Tom's Point site is one of 
great recreational importance for Marin citizens. 


It seems pertinent to point out, in relation to all our ocean shore areas, that when 
recreational development of the Marin coastal region is discussed, it is often said 
that the wind and fog there make it impractical. However, this argument very often, 
though not always, comes directly or indirectly from people interested in the de- 
velopment of a part of that region by private interests for residential or recrea- 
tional use. And numberless places can be pointed out where such private develop- 
ment has taken place undeterred by seemingly forbidding climate or terrain. If 
such places are practical for private development, they are practical for public 
development. This report is not against private enterprise in recreation, as such; 
in fact, it favors its encouragement, but it mist be repeated again and again that 
the areas particularly and uniquely valuable for recreation are limited in extent, 
that all citizens should have the opportunity for their use, and that this can 
only be insured permanently if a sufficient amount of the areas are kept in public 
ownership, There will necessarily be compromises and adjustments on both sides, 
but there need not be real conflict of interests. In fact, there can be mutual 
benefit if plans are cooperatively and wisely made and carefully carried out. 


Boating Facilities, Tomales Bay: With the partial exception of the Net Depot 


lands and Bolinas Lagoon, the regions thus far 
discussed fall into the park-preserve or the relatively simply-developed beach 
categories. On the eastern shore of Tomales Bay the shoreline is of quite dif- 
ferent character than that of the west shore and lends itself to a different kind 
of recreational development. Inviting beaches are less common; the land back of 
the shore is not naturally wooded (although plantings of trees seem to grow well); 
there is no tempering of the wind or the western sun as is the case on the opposite 
shore, But on the east shore there are numerous places where boat launching is 
feasible and made the more attractive and practical by the fact that this shore is 
more directly accessible by roads from other parts of the county. 


Boat launching ramps, etc., are a recreational facility which is well adapted to 
private enterprise and it is to be expected that more installations of this type 
may be developed here if demand continues to increase as it has been doing. The 
county's one launching area (Miller Park) is being developed with the help ef the 
state, It is at present extremely limited in size (about six acres) and facilities 
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are to be simple. If other areas are acquired in the future, it may be that the 
facilities in them can be handled on a concession basis. This would allow public 
ownership and control yet ease the administrative burden for the county at the 
same time that it would offer remmerative possibilities to private operators, 
The main advantages of county ownership of boating facilities (and these advan- 
tages are worthy of consideration) are the assurance of continued accessibility 
to the general public (private establishments might possibly become very restricted 
or revert to non-recreational uses), and the possibility of some control over ap- 
pearance and upkeep as well as actual caliber of development. It seems, however, 
. that the acquisition of such areas by the county would have lower priority than 
that of other types recommended in this report for which public ownership is the 
only possible procedure, Whatever is decided about this area, the possibility 
should be kept in mind of acquisition of land between the road and actual water 
area, as allowed by the state for other than actual traffic use, 


Boating Facilities, Eastern Marin: The majority of possible sites for boating or 
yachting accommodations are to be found on the 


San Francisco Bay side of the Marin peninsula. Some sites are already developed 

in various ways, such as in Sausalite, Belvedere, and Tiburon. The proposed 
Richardson Bay Recreation Area between Alte and Tamalpais High School, planned on 
an inter-commnity level, is to include waterfront development usable by small 
craft. In general, it seems that present or planned developments around Richardson 
Bay preempt the greater part of the usable shoreline. Some of the exceptions are 
the portion near the foot of the grade, already commented on in this report, and 

a possible extension of the boating facility by county participation in conjunction 
with the Richardson Bay Recreation Area, Available time is short in this increasing- 
ly populous area, but, even 80, such extension of facilities by the county should 
probably have lower priority than some other projects, 


bis possible county development of harbor facilities at the Net Depot location 


been mentioned. California Peint on the Tiburon Peninsula is being 
ana as a marina-type residential tract and is out of the public county 
picture. MeNears Point-Chine Camp, leng discussed for either state or county ece 
quisition, has new prebably reached a point where such plans are no longer prac- 
tical, It is true that this is a traditional recreation spot for the county 
(and the Bay Area) and that, as attested to in a report of a state survey, has 
excellent and varied recreational possibilities and the area is located in a 
strategic place for a park. It is also true that the quarry area is still not 
in the hands of subdividers and the owners have been willing to sell to the county 
or state and that, as of the present, subdivision development of the shore and 
hinterland north of China Camp does not seem imminent and might still be feasible 
for purchase, However, the press of population ia certainly increasing in that 
direction; if this were a park it might become more of a city one at county ex- 
pense than a county one. Certainly it is neither possible nor wise to try te 
take all possible park areas into public ownership, and it seems a better course 
to let this area follow along the subdivision and the country club-marina type of 
home building and to concentrate public acquisition in other parts of the county. 


The places so far mentioned along the eastern shore of the county have been dis- 
cussed because they, at one time, seemed available enough to be included in the 
County Master Recreation Plan. The remaining bay shore locations are principally 
in connection with canals or creeks; they are indicated in the Small Craft Harbors 
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Plan. Some of these also now seem to be impractical for county effort. 


In the Corte Madera-Greenbrae locality there are two limiting factors which were 
not present at the time that the harbor plan was drawn up. One is the extensive 
growth of residential tracts and of various types of commercial-industrial es- 
tablishments, The other is the existing, planned, or probable future utilization 
of the water frontage by private aquatically eriented homes and by the proposed 
Corte Madera-Larkspur Tidelands Parks. 


San Rafael Canal has become the site of mumerous commercial establishments dealing 
with boat launching, berthing, etc. This entire area will probably be best left 
to commercial or other private development and to the city of San Rafael which 

is actively interested in it. 


Gallinas Creek has some development of private, small-commnity, and commercial 
boat launching ramps and similar facilities. This general region, in the last 
few years, has been built up south of the creek east of the Civic Center site, 
and to an even greater extent west of the highway. The population now is very 
considerable. There apparently still remains, however, some possibility of a 
county-owned water-facilities area; because of’ the proximity of the Civic Center 
site, this possibility should be explored. Present Civic Center plans include a 
fair-sised water area. Dredging of the creek for boating purposes is now reported 
feasible as far inland as the civic center site. It would be very good, from 
the recreation standpoint, to develop public boating facilities close to and in 
conjunction with the Civic Center. This concentration of county-owned areas 
should make for greater efficiency in administration and maintenance than would 
be the case if a similar sized boating park were located away from all other 
county work. : 


The mouth of Novato Creek and several points on Petaluma Creek are indicated 

on the North Marin Master Plan as sites for harbor units or small boat harbors. 
Some locations are still feasible and highly desirable for such development. 
Since there is at present very little provision, commercial or otherwise, for 
such activities here, it appears to be a good locality for county operation, This 
report recommends high priority for this region as far as county participation in 
water front recreation is concerned; for here, as in so many other places, there 
are numerous indications of usurpation for residential development in the near 
future. There is also frequent talk of initiation of commercial boating estab- 
lishments. This is good usage for the type of area, but again it must be remen- 
bered that there is still the need for the permanence guaranteed by public 
ownership. 


To recapitulate, although yachting as well as small boat facilities lend them- 
selves to handling by private enterprise, there is need for county participation. 
It has already been demonstrated that water front residential tracts can and do 
take over places suitable for developments for boating and yachting. This is 
proper land and shoreline use -- if it is not carried too far -- if adequate 
space is left permanently available to the general public. Commercial establish- 
ments do make boating facilities available to the public, but commercially 
developed water front recreation is not always permanent; it can and does give 
way to individual private ownership and use, thereby completely eliminating this 
area from public use. It is, then, for the assurance of preservation for general 
use that this report urges initiation of a program to acquire harbor sites, where 
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possible, along the Bay shore and the creeks and canals. Development need not 
be done at once, but acquisition will not be possible if it is long delayed. 


Civic Center: Although water front recreation is an important field for county 
participation, other types are equally important. One place where 
it is eure that the county will be involved is the Civic Center| The recreation 
plans for this have now been fairly well settled in a general way. In finalising 
these it should be kept in mind that activities there should not only fit in with 
the type ef the rest of the activities at the Center, but that they should also 
complement and supplement, not unnecessarily duplicate, facilities otherwise 
available in the county for county or regional use, Some duplication, of course, 
ie necessary; for instance, space for children's play and family picnics, The 
plans should be worked out with the view to the best way of augmenting county 
facilities nearby and elsewhere and thus making all of the county recreation into 


an integrated whole, 
Sceriic or Natural Parks, Redwood Area: In the heart of Marin's redwood region is 
Camp Taylor, a park of entirely different 
nature and function than that of the Civic Center, This is the natural, scenic 
type of park. Camp Taylor State Park is far too small for the crowds it attracts; 
even when the planned additions are all completed it will be too small, The 
topography and general character make it impossible to provide much more in the 
way of picnic, camp, and parking sites within the present or planned acreage, 
Pa » and most importantly, even if it were possible to put it all or 
even a major portion into such sites it would not be proper development for this 
type of park. There must be undeveloped park area in connection with the camp and 
picnic sites if the park is to perform ite conservation role and if it is to be 
anything more than a city under the trees, However, although Camp Taylor cannot 
handle the crowds that come to it, in this same general redwood region there are 
other areas of redwoods the topography of which makes them unsuitable for intensive 
residential or agricultural use. They are, on the other hand, valuable as water- 
shed landsj such use of land is just as necessary for the benefit of the whole 
territory when it is located outside water district boundaries as when it is 
within the preserves (the usefulness of watershed conservation is not confined 
to getting urban water supplies), Conservation of these lands in county owner- 
ship preserves the watershed function; it also allows recreational utilisation, 
Furthermore, it must be repeated again, this type of territory is irreplaceable 
and there is no substitute once it is gone. One present actuality as well as 
continuing threat to the entire redwood stand is logging operations. Lumbering, 
like so many other activities, is necessary, but it would seem that it should be 
limited in its scope in places like this where natural recreation space is 
needed and will be more and more urgently needed as the population pushes outward, 
If the many walues of the redwood area, tangible and intangible, are to be enjoyed 
in the future, steps must be taken now for their preservation, 


Scenic Par Bishop P Area: A region of similar import is that of 
the Bishop pine stands along the 
Inverness Ridge. In addition to the values it shares with the redwood forest 
land, the Inverness Ridge stands out because the Bishop pine is even more re- 
stricted in ite distribution than is the redwood, Marin County is particularly 
favored in ite fine representation of this type of forest. The County Recreation 
Master Plan includes a good portion of the Bishop pine land in ite proposed county 
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park system and this report continues that recommendation. Residential encroach- 
ment is increasing at a rapid pace and definite steps for county acquisition should 
be gotten under way now. In areas such as this, development for recreation should 
not -- in fact, mst not -- be very elaborate or expensive; this type of park should 
be left as natural as possible and still be made usable. 


Scenic and Natural Parks, Mt. Tamalpais Region: The Mt. Tamalpais region is fairly 
well covered by Tamalpais State 
Park plus the authorized Frank's Valley extension, Muir Woods National Monument, 
and the Marin Municipal Water District. The Water District lands form wonderful 
reserves of natural territory and are popular recreation areas. Restrictions mst 
be enforced for protection of the water supply but certain kinds and amounts of 
recreation activities are compatible with protection. It is possible that through 
the Recreation Commission there can be greater participation by the county in pro- 
viding such recreation by cooperating actively with the Marin Municipal Water District 
and with the North Marin Water District. There would have to be expert study of all 
the lands with regard to the relation of recreation possibilities to watershed pro- 
tection requirements. There would have to be cooperation in drawing up plans and 
there quite possibly could be cooperation in carrying out projects which would be 
of use to both the recreation development and to the water district, and the county 
would undoubtedly have a part in policing and protection of the areas. The water 
districts would be relieved of the considerable burden imposed by recreational use 
of their lands under the present arrangements. At the same time there could 
probably be greater recreational utilization, Also at the same time the county 
would be getting that recreation for its citizens at a lower cost than the same 
amount in other areas which it would have to own and maintain separately. All of 
the above applies to the long-established areas; it would also apply to any additions 
to the districts. The new Nicasio Dam Lake, because of location and terrain, will 
perhaps. be especially well suited to development of accessory recreational uses 
somewhat different from those around other lakes in the districts. Since formation 
of this reservoir is still in the future, cooperation between the county and the 
water district could be carried on from the earliest stages and prove particularly 
worthwhile, Two points in relation to this use of water district lands should be 
kept in mind. In the first place, recreational use can, and should be, terminated 
by the district at any time that it is found to be detrimental to the primary 
watershed function of the lands, In other words the provisions for recreation 
in the county should be planned so that they will be adequate in size and amount 
without use of the water district lands, the latter being a bonus for which the 
public will have to give cooperation in order to contime to enjoy. Secondly, 
the county should try to arrange first priority for acquisition of any or all of 
these areas if they should ever be abandoned as watershed lands. 


Large County Park: Still another type of park which lies in the sphere of county 
operation is a diversified park of large extent, at least 

100 acres, probably more; large enough to serve the entire county and to offer 

many types of recreation, including active sports not possible in other types 

of parks. This need not be in the kind of region which mst be conserved, such 

as the redwoods, nor in a specialized area such as beach lands; but it should 

provide a wide variety of recreation, for instance: golf, baseball (just play, 

not exhibition), tennis, basket ball, reading under the trees, hopscotch, wading 

in creeks or pools, swimming, walking or hiking, horseback riding, picnicking, etc. 

In other words, a park not only large enough to comfortably accommodate a great 
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many county residents, but one with offerings to appeal to many tastes so that 

a family can come as a group and every member be satisfied. This would be at- 
tractive to groups such as clubs as well as to families. It has been found in 
other places, such as San Mateo County, that this type of diversified park which 
caters to and encourages use by families is a rather neglected sphere and one in 
which the county is particularly well suited to operate. 


Such a park can only be located in the northern part of the county because it is 
only there that large enough areas of the proper type are available. It should 
be easily accessible from a main road, not have to bring its load of traffic over 
winding farm-land roads. It should not be so near a population center that it 
might become engulfed thereby or be so monopolized by those residents that the 
rest of the county would be almost excluded. It should preferably be away from 
the centers of other types of parks to avoid congestion and to make a more even 
spread of recreation opportunities in the county. It should have some hills, 
considerable flat or gently sloping area, open land and wooded land on both hills 
and flats. Good natural water supply and creeks or creek beds are an asset, as is 
division of the total area into smaller parcels by barriers such as shoulders of 
hills, trees along creeks, etc. 


There are a number of general regions which could offer all or most of these ad- 
vantages. One very fine location is just inside the Marin County line, where 

San Antonio Creek is the boundary between Marin and Sonoma counties, This has 
good access since it is only a short distance from Highway 101, its traffic would 
cause congestion on only a very short stretch of rural road; yet it is completely 
away from direct contact with the highway. The physical characteristics are ex- 
cellent; the topography varies from hills to fairly broad flat valleys; the 
vegetation is mainly grass but there are trees on parts of the hills and in the 
drainage areas, including the creek bottoms. It is nearer to Petaluma than it is 
to Novato and there would be a possibility of creating a bi-county park which 
could turn out to be very advantageous to the citizens of both counties. 


Any other areas to be considered should be sought, probably, within the area 
bounded by the following general lines: a-line running from the vicinity of 
Nicasio toward Petaluma, as far as the ridge of which Burdell Mt. is a part 
(about halfway between Hicks Valley Road and Highway 101); a line from this ridge 
point to the Petaluma-Marshall road; along this road to about the vicinity of 
Three Peaks; southwest from there to the vicinity of Nicasio. This area was 
selected from the standpoint of not too great proximity to population centers 

yet with reasonable accessibility. It was explored, for the purpose of this re- 
port, only from the road; it seems to offer several places which might prove 
acceptable for the type of park needed. Detailed exploration and expert evaluation 
would have to precede actual selection of a site. Near the Hicks Valley road are 
interesting looking spots, but these are rather too near Novato. Along the 
Petaluma-Marshall road it is a bit far from present centers of population, The 
Nicasio area is not much quicker to reach although it is somewhat nearer the 

more heavily populated areas of the county. It is also nearer the centers of 
other recreation areas, which is a factor on the less desirable side. A main 
point in favor of the Nicasio area is that a park of this type might very well 
profit by being adjacent to a watershed area, such as the Nicasio dam, especially 
if that area were also utilized for recreation. It is probable that the best 
selection might be found more toward the center of the area outlined above, 
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not right along the boundaries given. Solection of a site could be influenced 
by the location of the east-west freeway connection which is being discussed, 
However, if decision on this is long delayed, as it probably will be, action on 
a park site should not be put off on that account, 


Roadside Rests: A final recommendation is that the county actively urge the State 

Highway Department to start plantings along the highways and to 
establish roadside rests, These need not be large; in fact, they would be much 
more effective for their particular role if they were small and numerous, They 
should have at least one table and its benches and a trash container and should be 
established wherever there is an available spot. If the places are particularly 
attractive but of inadequate extent, proper space should be made available; and if 
the places are adequate but not attractive, they should be made attractive with 
plantings, There is opportunity here for participation of many kinds of groups, 
for instance, the Campfire Girls, or Chambers of Commerce, to donate land, help 
in landscaping, or provide tables, etc. This actual citizen participation helps 
financially, it also tends to speed action by official bodies, and perhaps most 
of all it creates public interest in ‘creating and maintaining the attractiveness 
of the county. The state role in this program is relatively minor, being confined 
to the state highways. The spots along these highways would be of more importance 
to out-of-county travelers than to our own people. A more extensive phase, and 
thus more important, of this recommendation is that the county itself should take 
the lead by creating roadside rests, as just described, along the county roads. 
These would be found relatively more useful to county residents. Roadside rests, 
in themselves, can add to the attractiveness of the county; they can also en- 
courage less littered roadsides, In addition, they can engender the feeling that 
Marin is a pleasant county, a friendly county, a county with justified pride in 
itself and one worth visiting or worth living in, and, in either case, worth 
taking care of, 
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS, listing only the more important or urgent areas. 


The arabic number used before each area designates the proposed priority 
rating for acquisition: (1) Immediate and urgent; (2) Required as soon 
as financially feasible; (3) Desirable. 


I, Waterfront Parks 


(1) Additional Net Depot lands, and possibly other adjacent land, such 
as Paradise Cove and intervening strip. 

(1) Beach and bluff strip on western shore of Tomales Bay (north of 
State Park) ; 

(1) Sand Point-Tom's Point area of the northeast shore of Tomales Bay 
(refer to discussion of this area). 

(1) Development of parking area at south tip of Bolinas Bay 

3} Richardson Bay shore 

(3) Bolinas Mesa beach 


II, Scenic or Natural Parks 


(1) County support of proposed National Recreation Area in western Marin 
(1) Redwood areas (Nicasio-San Geronimo-Camp Taylor area) 

t2 Bishop pine area, Inverness Ridge 

1) Cooperative use of Water Districts’ lands 


III, Large County Park 
(1) In north Marin, somewhere within areas outlined 


Ve Boating Facilities 


Bo 

1) Petaluma Creek 

1) Gallinas Creek-Civic Center region 

2) East shore of Tomales Bay (with facilities as concessions) 


I 
Ve Roadside Rests 
{2} Urge establishment on state highways 


1) Establishment on county roads 
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Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Fletcher. 
I had correspondence with Governor Brown about this hearing and 
it was his intention to attend and make a statement. However, it has 
been impossible for him to do so and he has designated Mr. DeTurk, 
chief of the division of beaches and parks, to present him at this 
hearing. Is Mr. QeTurk here? We would like to hear from you, 
sir. 

Mr. DeTurx. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen, my name is Charles 
DeTurk. I am chief of the Division of Beaches and Parks of the 
State of California. 

If I may digress, Will Rogers, the chairman of our commission, 
called last night and asked me to give his personal regards both to 
Senator Engle and Congressman Miller. He is very sorry he couldn’t 
get here. He still thought yesterday he might, but he couldn’t make 
it. 
















I would like to say, too, that both our chairmen, Will Rogers, Jr., 
and the director of the department of natural resources, Mr. DeWitt 
Nielson, are thoroughly in accord with the Governor's statement and 
are asking that they be so recorded rather than that they make 
separate statements. 

ay I read the Governor's statement? It is short. 

Senator Moss. Please do so. 


STATEMENT OF GOV. EDMUND G. BROWN, PRESENTED BY CHARLES 
DeTURK 


Mr. DeTurx (for Governor Brown). The State of California is 
determined that the magnificent scenic and recreatoinal asset repre- 
sented by the Point Reyes Seashore Area shall not become part of 
our “vanishing shoreline.” Our concern for the fate of this area is 
well founded and prompt action is essential. 

The 1955 survey of the Atlantic and gulf coasts by the National 
Park Service revealed that of the 3,700 miles of general shoreline from 
Maine to Mexico, only 240 miles, or 614 percent, were in State or 
Federal ownership for public recreation use. Only one of the 12 
areas recommended for acquisition in 1935 had been secured; none of 
the others remained. 

Findings of this eastern survey brought about an immediate in- 
vestigation of the Pacific coast situation. This study revealed five 
areas along the entire Pacific coast—less than 200 miles of shoreline— 
possessing recreation, scientific or cultural resources of major im- 
portance warranting national acquisition. One of these five areas was 
the Point Reyes Peninsula. 

. We, in California, are acutely aware of the need to provide major 
coastal recreation facilities. Government agencies own less than one- 
fourth of California’s 1,200 miles of coastline above the level of mean 
high tide. About 40 percent of this publicly owned coastline is closed 
to public use. About 6 percent of the 900 miles of coastline reached 
by access over private lands—only 54 miles—is available to the public. 

At this moment, the division of beaches and parks is paying $1,200 

per linear foot—$100 per inch—for beach property along the Santa 

Monica shore which could have been purchased at nominal cost only 

25 years ago. We must exercise more foresight today. 
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The Pacific coast recreation area survey stated : 


The Point Reyes Peninsula provides a combination of scenic, recreation and 
biologie interests which can be found nowhere else in this country as near to a 
large center of population. This coastal area is believed to warrant national 
status. 


A special report on this area further states: 


* * * the area is one of the particularly outstanding regions * * * and the 
size and worth of the area, and the possible land acquisition costs place it ina 
major category. 


The California public outdoor recreation plan’s findings indicate— 


critical shortages of developed beach areas exist near large population centers 
and these shortages will be more critical before 1980. 

The Point Reyes Seashore Area is in close proximity to the San 
Francisco Bay metropolitan area. It is within 2 hours’ drive of the 
Sacramento and Stockton metropolitan areas. Moreover, this great 
recreation resource can be tied to a new State park comprising the 
northern headlands at the entrance to the Golden Gate and to a coastal 
scenic highway. In less than two decades this seashore area should be 
within easy reach of almost 10 million people. 

However, Point Reyes is an invaluable recreational resource for 
the millions of residents of inland States as well as for Californians. 
For these people #8 for our own citizens—there are very few sea- 
shore areas left to enjoy. In all the world there is only one Point 


Reyes as there is only one Yosemite. The acquisition of Point Reyes 
is, therefore, a Federal as well as a State responsibility. _ 
Accordingly, I, as Governor of the State of California, strongly 


support pending legislation providing for the specific acquisition of 
the Point Reyes Seashore Area, including those measures providing 
for Federal-State acquisition on a 50-50 matching basis, with the sea- 
shore area being managed by the State as a part of the State park 
system. 

Senator Moss. Thank you very much. 

Mr. DeTurx. May I also present my own feelings on the matter? 

Senator Moss. You may; proceed. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES DeTURK, CHIEF, DIVISION OF BEACHES 
AND PARKS, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. DeTurx. The outdoor study commission is preparing a report 
which will not be available until probably May or July, since it is 
being published in two volumes. I cannot hand it to you, and I am 
sorry that I can’t. It does, however, attack the problem of acquisition, 
whether it is inland, fresh water or salt water shore acquisition, on a 
matter of public need. The public need for this land is the thing that 
primarily dominates the picture and the discussion on whether or not 
we should do a thing such as to acquire the Point Reyes area. 

As has been said a good many times before, there are 1,200 miles of 
coastline in the State of California. And that must be—well, I can’t 
remember my geography—but it must be at least half of the Pacific 
coastline. But California’s coastline divided by the 15 million people 
that live in California today, gives us 4 inches per person; and that 
isn’t very much. That is the total coastline owned, or not owned, for 
recreational purposes. 





130 POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


If we divide into that the recreational areas that are available to 
the people of the State of California, it gets down to 1 inch per person 
or less. If we think of California as 30 million people, the predicted 
population in the very near future, less than 20 years, we are down to 
a quarter of an inch of shoreline per person, and our need is far 
greater than that kind of thing. 

In fact, our total State park area within the entire State of Cali- 
fornia is used up by California residents now at the rate of 175 people 
per acre. That is, standing on every single acre of redwood, desert, 
everything else we have. So we are pushed, not only for actual 
shoreline, but the need is also for area, and of course, the 50,000 acres 
sounds good to me. I am perfectly happy for 20,000 of it to be 
looked at instead of walked on, because according to this same survey, 
the greatest recreational pursuit in the State of California is recre- 
ational sightseeing. That doesn’t mean that it has to be developed, 
parked on, walked or camped on. This area does provide a great 
amount. of sightseeing possibilities. 

We show in the preseut study that we have in the State of Cali 
fornia in all the U.S, forests, the national parks and all the State 
parks, and all the county parks, a total of 30,000 campsites for the 
people of California and their visitors. We were exactly 30,000 camp- 
sites short last year to get up to our current demand as of 1959. We 
need to completely double all the camping facilities in the State of 
California, both Federal, State, and county. 

So I think that our need is probably as proved as we will be able 
to prove it. I don’t know how much I should say without specific 
proof on the matter of tax values because I was so completely im- 
pressed by the Marin County assessor’s analysis. I am sure he can 
carry that, given more time, to include more specific things. 

I would like to say, however, basically that in two situations in 
California in the past 3 or 4 months, one in a study of-Big Basin 
State Park, one of the oldest State parks in the State, in order to en- 
large it to what we felt was the proper size, it would remove land 
from Santa Cruz County which now pays $2,700 per year in taxes. 
One development which would be the replacing of the old and decrepit 
and even disgraceful facilities for overnight accommodations at Big 
Basin, the possessory interest tax on that one development will im- 
mediately bring in $6,000 per year to the county in lieu of the $2,700 
that it removed, 

I would like to say, too, that at San Luis Obispo County, when the 
State acquired the Hearst Castle, officially known as the Hearst San 
Simeon Historical Monument, we removed from the tax rolls of San 
Luis Obispo County an even $1 million of assessed evaluation, We 
have had that in operation for less than two complete seasons. To 
serve that area there have been built motels, pomenarantes and im- 
provements to motels and restaurants in one nearby city to the amount 
of $1,200,000 of assessed valuation. 

Those are the only specific things that I can say on that matter. 
I feel that the entire problem of recreational lands has received a 
great deal of study. It has received a great deal of sympathetic 
study by county boards of supervisors, by the State legislature, and 
certainly by the National Congress. I would, however, like to quote 
my we favorate prophets, again, if I may. Isaiah who said so long 
ugo that— 
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We continue to place house against house and field against fleld until there 
is no place in the world to be alone. 


He hit the problem. 

My other favorite prophet has a much longer quotation, if I may 
read it. His name is Moses. However, it is Robert Moses. In his 
introduction to the new publication by the State of New York en- 
titled, “Now, or Never,” which was published in February of this 
year, he says it like this: 


We must now proceed pragmatically, first things first, with a limited, specific, 
and understandable program to meet the challenge of the rapid disappearance 
of natural areas and minute subdivision by real-estate developers and pro- 
moters, It is obvious and needs no more prolonged, abstruse statistical research 
to prove what is plain to every intelligent citizen; namely, that land, particularly 
open land near urban centers suitable for future park use, must be acquired 
right now without delay or fatal postponement. 

There is no cheap easy solution. No one is going to stop the continuing 
concentration of urban and suburban population. There can be better control 
and regulation, but there is no substitute for public ownership of strategic 
and basic recreational lands. * * *. 

Time has run out on academic planning of this sort. When all the land re- 
indining for recreation is gone, formulas based on people per acre will be 
futile. Precise mathematical classification of land for best uses and hair- 
splitting niceties to govern selections are folly at this stage. There is no time 
left for debate. 

We need not, however, abandon intelligent forethought and commonsense. 
It is not necessary to ignore standards, rush frantically into the market to 
buy scattered wedges or slivers of land or spread out energy and funds on 
parcels too small, poor, or remote for practical recreational use. A few hard 
realities must be faced. Donations, transfers, and dedications of land can 
help, but most of the needed land must be obtained by purchase or condemna- 
tion, There must be realization of the fact that costs will be high in some 
cases. The open land most urgently needed and most rapidly disappearing is in 
and near cities and inevitably subject to booms and urban values, 


That is the end of the quotation, and I can only say that could I write 
and express myself as Robert Moses, I hope that I would have written 
exactly the same thing because it exactly expresses the way I feel 
about it. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Enaur. May I ask you one question, Mr, DeTurk. I ob- 
served the last sentence of your statement which says: 

Accordingly, I, as Governor of the State of California, strongly support pend- 
Ing legislation providing for the specific acquisition of the Point Reyes Sea- 
shore Area, including those measures providing for Federal-State acquisition 
on a 50-50 matching basis, with the seashore area being managed by the State 
as a part of the State park system. 

What legislation does he refer to? 

Mr. DeTurkx. I can’t tell you the specific number, but we were 
informed that there was one bill which provided for the acquisition 
of four areas. I believe it was tied to certain specific areas, maybe 
one in Oregon, one in California, and one on the Great. Lakes, as I 
remember it. But it did provide for matching money for the purchase 
of these particular tracts of land. The Governor feels very strongly 
on this and that is the kind of thing that needs to be done in order 
to preserve Point Reyes and make it available for people, he feels 
and I certainly agree with him, that California would money ahead 
und assets ahead if the State needs to participate financially in this 
kind of a thing. We also feel very strongly that all the people of the 
United States are entitled to a certain amount of their salt water 
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coastline, and the only place they are going to get it is in Washing- 
ton, Oregon, and California. 

Senator Enere. Do you have any preference as to how this is done? 

Mr. DeTurx. Not at all. I have personally worked with the Na- 
tional Park Service for a long, long time, and regardless of who 
owns it or who controls it, I know that the management of it can be 
successfully worked out. 

Senator Enetz. Thank you very much. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. DeTurk. 

Mr. Calkins, of the State department of fish and game. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. CALKINS, DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND 
GAME, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Cauxrns. Senator Moss, Senator Engle, my name is Robert D. 
Calkins. I am appearing here today on behalf of the director of the 
California Department of Fish and Game, Walter T. Shannon, who 
was required to attend a State senate hearing on salmon regulation at 
Asilomar. Asa result, he was unable to be here. 

I will briefly highlight the statement I have submitted for the 
record. The interest of the California Department of Fish and Game 
and support for establishment of the proposed Point Reyes National 
Seashore centers around our responsibility to assure that the fish and 
wildlife resource areas are maintained for posterity and are utilized 
in appropriate ways by the public. 

In ee the effort to make the Point Reyes Peninsula available 
to the public, we recommend that provision be made to allow reason- 
able utilization of harvestable fish and game resources under the State 
of California Game Rules and Regulations. In addition to the valu- 
able fishery mentioned by Mr. Wirth, excellent deer and quail hunting 
and some duck and brant hunting exists now, and in public develop- 
ment should have a place in the planning of this area. These activ- 
ities should be allowed to continue but controlled to preserve the 
public’s safety. 

Our support for the establishment of this seashore presumes that 
the following would be included in the process: 

1. Private landowners would be equitably paid for their properties. 

2. Management of fish and wildlife resources, including sport fish- 
ing and hunting, as well as commercial fishing, would continue or be 
further developed as a benefit of added public access under existing 
patterns of State regulation and control, in cooperation with the 
agency responsible for overall management of the area. 

3. The area would be open to all appropriate varieties of outdoor 
recreation, and not be a single-purpose operation. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Calkins. Your entire statement 
will be in the record. 

(The statement follows :) 


CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME Favors Point REYES NATIONAL 
SEASHORE 


(By Walter T. Shannon, Director, California Department of Fish and Game) 


The California Department of Fish and Game, with responsibility for man- 
aging this State’s fish and wildlife resources for the benefit of all the people, has 
a strong and material interest in the proposal to establish a Point Reyes na- 
tional seashore as proposed in Senate bill 2428 and H.R. 8358. 
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In managing the State’s fish and wildlife resources, this department annually 
licenses more than 2 million anglers and hunters. In addition, about 1 million 
youngsters and other special groups fish and hunt and uncounted other citizens 
use these resources for enjoyment in such pursuits as photography, bird watch- 
ing, scientific study or by just knowing that they are there. 


INTEREST LOOKS TOWARD THE FUTURE 


Our interest in establishment of the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore 
centers around our responsibility to assure that the fish and wildlife resources 
therein are maintained for posterity and are utilized in appropriate ways by 
the public. 

The California Public Outdoor Recreation Committee, of which the director of 
the department of fish and game is a member, recently issued a preliminary re- 
port of findings which have a bearing on the public need for making the re- 
sources of Point Reyes available for use by the public. 

The report, based on interviews and detailed studies of the outdoor recreation 
habits and desires of the people, shows the greatest need today is for areas to be 
made available to the public close to population centers. Land and water areas 
available for outdoor recreation close to year-round dwelling places are shrinking 
at a dramatic rate as urbanization grows in the Golden State. The greatest 
need is for multipurpose open public areas within 30 miles driving distance of 
population centers. 

NEED IS GREAT IN BAY AREA 


About one-quarter of the State’s population today lives in the San Francisco 
Bay area. Places to fish and hunt and otherwise enjoy the outdoors in this area 
in which few public lands are located, are becoming increasingly had to find 
for Californians and tourists as well. 

If trends of the past 20 years continue, as every known factor indicates, 
California’s population will double to about 29 million in the next 20 years. This 
means more than 7 million people will be living in this San Francisco Bay area. 
For 20 years, the number of anglers and hunters had increased at a faster rate 
than has the State’s population as a whole and pressure on angling and hunting 
areas has grown apace. 

The potential public good that a Point Reyes National Seashore would ac- 
complish is obvious. There would be one large land and sea area in the vicinity 
of San Francisco which would provide for the outdoor recreational needs of the 
people of this area. 


REASONABLE UTILIZATION RECOMMENDED 


In supporting the effort to make the Point Reyes area available to public use, 
we recommend that provision be made to allow the reasonable utilization of 
harvestable resources under State of California rules and regulations. There 
is good surf and rock fishing from shore and a major salmon fishing grounds 
just offshore. There are good clamming beaches along Tomales Bay and in 
Drake’s Estero while several rocky stretches along the ocean support abalone 
populations. Commercial oyster beds exist in Drake’s Estero and commercial 
crab and salmon fishermen’s docks are located on Drake’s Bay. Use of all these 
resources should be continued and enhanced. 


EXCELLENT SPORT AVAILABLE 


Excellent deer and quail hunting and some duck and brant hunting eixst now 
and in public development should have a place in planning. These activities 
should be controlled to preserve the public safety. 

Our support for the establishment of the Point Reyes National Seashore pre- 
sumes that the following would be included in the process: 

1. Private landowners would be equitably paid for their properties. 

2. Management of fish and wildlife resources, including sport fishing and 
hunting as well as commercial fishing would continue or be further developed as 
a benefit of added public access under existing patterns of State regulation and 
ee in cooperation with the agency responsible for overall management of 

e area. 

3. The area would be open to all appropriate varieties of outdoor recreation, 
and not be a single-purpose operation. 
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Senator Moss. Mrs. Soulé, of the Vedanta Society. 

Ho.tioway Jones. I am Holloway Jones, an attorney in San Fran- 
cisco. Mr. Chairman, I am interested in the Vedanta Society. I am 
not appearing as attorney for the society, but as a friend interested 
in its problems, and with the committee’s permission I will introduce 
the secretary of the society who is more familiar with the matter and 
who will state the society’s position on the matter before the committee. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. EDITH B. SOULE, SECRETARY, VEDANTA 
SOCIETY OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 


Mrs. Sout#. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, we 
understand that the retreat property belonging to the Vedanta Society 
of Northern California would be included within the boundaries of 
the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore. We wish hereby to 
express our regret that the National Park Service contemplates such 
a move. 

The Vedanta Society, founded in San Francisco in 1900, is 1 of 
13 American Vedanta societies, all of which are nonprofit religious 
organizations of long and good standing. The societies do not rep- 
resent a sect or cult; their function is to teach the fundamental truths 
of all religions. Vedanta, which is one of the most highly esteemed 
religions and philosophies in the world, has from the very beginning 
asserted, “Truth is one; sages call it by various names.” 

The purpose of the Vedanta Retreat, which was purchased and 
dedicated in 1946, is to provide a secluded and sanctified area for 
American men and women who wish to spend varying periods of 
time, free from the tensions and distractions of urban life, in religious 
contemplation, meditation, and study. Since the religion of Vedanta 
respects all other religions and creeds, the retreat will welcome, 
regardless of their church affiliations, all those who want to spend 
time in meditation and contemplation. 

It is our belief that in this age of intense activity, unrest, and anxiety, 
extensive and secluded retreats, where serious religious practice can 
be undertaken by many people, are of vital importance to man’s well- 
being and are invaluable assets to the communities they serve. The 
Vedanta Retreat is the only religious retreat of this kind in the San 
Francisco Bay region, and it is a well-known fact that areas suitable 
for such retreats are no longer available in the vicinity. The con- 
demnation of the retreat property would, therefore, constitute an ir- 
reparable loss to countless people. 

On the other hand, the retention of the retreat property by the 
Vedanta Society would not conflict with the very laudable purpose 
of the National Park Service. The Vedanta Society has the same de- 
sire as the Park Service to conserve for all time the natural beauty of 
the property and to protect it from commercial exploitation, such as 
logging, subdivision, and so on. Further, the retreat is situated on 
the extreme eastern boundary of the proposed shoreline recreational! 
area and occupies only a very small percentage of that area. 

Under the circumstances, the conversion of this religious retreat to 
secular functions would seem to us, who believe spiritual values to be 
the highest, most unjustifiable and unnecessary. It is our conviction 
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that land dedicated to God and held sacred for many years by hun- 
dreds of people should be inviolate. 

For the above reasons, it is our sincere request that the Vedanta 
Retreat be excluded from the proposed recreational area. 

(Mrs. Soulé presents the following communication for the record :) 


VEDANTA Society OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA, 
San Francisco, Calif. 
Hon. FRANK Moss, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 


GENTLEMEN: We are writing you as president and secretary of the Vedanta 
Society of Northern California requesting exclusion of the Vedanta Retreat from 
the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore. 

As part of its project to create national parks or recreation areas along the 
shoreline of the United States, the National Park Service is planning to es- 
tablish, some 80 miles north of San Francisco on the Point Reyes Peninsula 
in Marin County, Calif., a 58,000-acre recreational area to be known as Point 
Reyes National Seashore. 

This recreational area, or park, would absorb virtually the entire property 
of the 2,000-acre Vedanta Retreat, which lies along its proposed eastern boundary. 

It is the conviction of the Vedanta Society that before irrevocable action is 
taken on this matter, it should be brought firmly and immediately to the atten- 
tion of the committee that the condemnation of the Vedanta Retreat would be 
unfair and improper and would deprive many hundreds of people of a vitally 
needed religious institution, 

Following are the details regarding the Vedanta Society of Northern California, 
the Vedanta Retreat and the society’s reasons why the retreat should not be 
included within the proposed national seashore. 


VEDANTA SOCIETY OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 


The society was founded in San Francisco in 1900 and incorporated under 
California State laws in 1929. It is one of 138 American Vedanta societies, all 
of them nonprofit religious organizations of long standing and high repute. In 
addition to its headquarters at 2963 Webster Street, San Francisco, the society 
has a new church at 2823 Vallejo Street, San Francisco, a branch center in 
Berkeley, a second branch center in Sacramento, three monasteries, and one con- 
vent. Other Vedanta Societies are located in Seattle, Portland, Santa Barbara, 
Hollywood, Chicago, St. Louis, New York (two societies), Boston, and Providence, 

The Vedanta Societies in the United States do not represent a sect or cult. 
Their function is to teach the fundamental principles of the religion and philos- 
ophy of Vedanta, which embraces the basic teachings of all religions and finds 
fault with none. In the words of the famous 19th-century Orientalist, Max 
Muller: “What humanity is to mankind, what life is to living beings—that, the 
Vedanta is to religions. It is their unity and common essence, and as such has 
no quarrel with the parts.”’ 

Holding that all religions are various paths leading to the same God, Vedanta 
respects them all and looks upon their great prophets and saints with the utmost 
reverence, 

The first contact between Vedanta and America goes back to the transcenden- 
talist movement in New England, Emerson and Thoreau were profoundly 
influenced in their philosophical thinking by reading the first translations of the 
Vedantic scriptures made in western languages. Since the 19th century Vedanta 
has earned increasing respect from western philosophers and won a growing 
interest among earnest seekers of spiritual truth. One of the most popular of 
Vedanta scriptures, the Bhagavad-Gita, has been translated Into all the principal 
western languages. <A year or two ago an English translation of the Gita was a 
best-seller among religious and philosophical books. 

Vedanta came to America as a religious organization at the end of the last 
century, The Vedanta Societies in America were organized by groups of Amerti- 
can men and women for the study and practice of the religion of Vedanta, The 
tuembers of these societies invite ordained monks of the Ramakrishna Order 
to be ministers of their congregations. The Ramakrishna Order, whose head- 
quarters is at Belmur (Calcutta), is renowned throughout India for the spiritu- 
ality and idealism of its monks and for the great works of service conducted 
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through its monasteries and divinity schools, its religious and philosophical 
publications, and its educational and charitable institutions. When its newest 
center was opened at New Delhi in 1957, Dr. Raj Prasad, President of the Re- 
public of India, delivered the dedicatory address. He and the Vice President of 
India, Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, and Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru, have the 
highest respect for the activity of the Ramakrishna Order both in India and in 
the West. 
THE VEDANTA RETREAT 


The society purchased the property now known as the Vedanta Retreat in 
1946 after searching for about 5 years for a site providing quiet, seclusion and 
sufficient acreage within easy reach of the Bay cities, where men and women of 
serious religious intent might go for periods of meditation, religious study and 
the like. Vedanta emphasizes that through systematic spiritual practices of 
this kind religion can become a living and beneficial force in the life of the 
individual and the community. Retreats are essential for such practice. 

The Vedanta Retreat is open the year round. It serves not only the members 
of the local Society and the members of the other American Vedanta Societies, but 
also welcomes adherents of other religions and creeds who wish to spend time 
there in meditation and contemplation. When fully developed, according to plan, 
the retreat will be able to accommodate large numbers of people at any given 
time. 

THE SOCIETY’S REASONS FOR SEEKING TO PRESERVE THE RETREAT 


1. Though smaller in extent, the retreat is in no respect of less importance 
than the proposed national park, dedicated as it is to the moral, religious and 
spiritual welfare of society.’ 

2. The Vedanta Retreat could not be replaced if it were taken over by the 
Government. It is the only contemplative retreat, that is, one devoted primarily 
to meditative practices, in the bay region. As already mentioned, a 5-year search 
Was required 14 years ago to locate this property; and now such sites no longer 
exist. ; 

3. Since Vedanta is essentially a contemplative religion, we consider a retreat 
within easy reach of our urban centers and yet removed from the distractions 
and tensions of urban life to be absolutely necessary to the spiritual ministry of 
the Vedanta Society. 

4. The ground of the Vedanta Retreat is sacred, consecrated ground and 
therefore should be held inviolate. Within 2 hours of the recording of the deed 
on July 26, 1946, a special religious ceremony was held in the forest to dedicate 
the property to God. In our small chapel there, worship is carried on twice 
daily, every day of the year. 

However, religious practices as taught by Vedanta are essentially of the 
nature of internal, rather than external, worship—that is, they are contemplative, 
rather than ritualistic or ceremonial. It has long been the custom of the mem- 
bers of the Vedanta Society, who go there to help in the development and con- 
servation work, to stop from time to time during the day for meditation and 
prayer in quiet and secluded outdoor spots. The entire property is looked upon 
by us as a veritable House of God. It has always been, and always will be. 
treated as such. 

5. The retention of the 2,000 acres of its retreat by the Vedanta Society will 
in no way jeopardize the laudable plan of the Park Service for a national sea- 
shore on Point Reyes. 

The retreat is situated along the eastern boundary of the proposed park. At 
the closest point, it is nearly 2 miles from the ocean. Its area is less than 4 
percent of the proposed park and is not necessary for access to the shoreline or 
to other sections of the recreational area. 

Further, the Vedanta Society has the same desire as the National Park 
Service to conserve for all time the natural beauty of the property and to pro- 
tect it from commercial exploitation, such as logging, subdividing, and so on. 
Through the years, the society has been approached by various lumber and 
logging companies, such as the Sweet Timber Co., who have wished to buy the 
property’s timber. Although the Vedanta Society is not a wealthy organization, 
it has consistently refused all such offers and will continue to do so. The so- 
ciety has also rejected the proposals of oil companies to test the land for oil. 

It was because the property offered serene expanses of natural woodland that 
the society purchased it for.a religious retreat. These great areas of woodland are 
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the vital asset of the property because of the solitude and seclusion which they 
make possible for a great number of people. 

6. The members of the society have performed much dedicated work and have 
expended large sums of money to conserve and develop the property for its 
perpetual use as a retreat. 

Conservation and improvement of the land have been vitally necessary since 
the society purchased this property. Previously neglected during many years 
of absentee ownership, the property was in bad condiiton. The following work 
has been done: 

Extensive measures in many places to control and prevent erosion. 
Laying of 1,000 feet of 4-inch water pipeline. 
Drainage of 7 acres of bog. 
Digging of a 100,000-gallon catch basin to prevent silting up of streambed, 
Systematic control of weeds in over 200 acres of pastyre. 
Construction of new bridge at main entrance. 
Construction of 4 miles of new roads, grading, installation of gutters and 
culverts in 4 miles of existing roads, systematic maintenance of all roads. 
Planting of 3,500 willow cuttings (erosion control) ; 500 evergreens for 
windbreaks ; 100 redwoods not indigenous to the property. 
Sinking of 2 water wells. 
Construction of many bulkheads to hold stream and roadbanks. 
Building of living quarters, resthouse, and tool shed for monastery and 
lay members working on the property. 
With the exception of projects requiring heavy tractors, graders, or shovels, all 
the above work was done by voluntary workers of the society. In recent years 
even tractor, grader, and shovel work has been done by the society members. 
In the eyes of the Vedanta Society this long and devoted labor on the part of 
its members constitutes a spiritual investment and heritage of irreplaceable 
value. 

The society’s plans for the retreat are projected into the future, and consider- 
able sums have been invested in surveying, mapping, and landscape planning. 
For several years a nationally known landscape architect was retained for this 
purpose. Future plans for the property include a large monastery in the south- 
ern sector, a convent in the Bear Valley area, and, removed from both these, 
retreat quarters for lay men and women. In addition, the plans include a 
central chapel, a library and reading room, dining hall, minister’s offices, parking 
areas, etc. 

7. In view of the purpose for which the property is intended, it is impossible 
for the society to part with any portion of the land without destroying its 
usefulness. The society had even hoped to increase the acreage in the future. 

First, it is essential for the monastery and the convent to be as self-supporting 
as possible. It has, as is well known, been an established custom from ancient 
times for monastic institutions to support themselves, as far as possible, through 
the consumption and sale of their own produce. There must, then, be sufficient 
land for a dairy, pasture, the cultivation of fruits, vegetables, grain, salable 
flowers, and other produce. 

Only a very small percentage of the property is available for cultivation: 
More than 85 percent of the 2,000 acres is heavily wooded and much of it is 
broken by steep ravines. 

Second, as has already been indicated, the monastery, the convent, and the two 
lay retreats must be built at some distance from one another. 

Third, both the monastic residents and the lay guests must be assured of 
quiet and serene surroundings. The monastic areas, the retreat areas, the 
chapel and library areas, as.well as the surrounding woods and fields must be 
safe from the encroachments of urban and commercial developments if the 
retreat is to maintain its character and fulfill its function. A large acreage is 
obviously essential to this end. 

To satisfy these various requirements, the Vedanta Retreat is barely adequate 
in extent. It could not be maintained with any less land. The National Park 
Service chart, entitled “Present and Projected Populations,” indicates the tre- 
mendous increase expected in the bay region during the next 10 years. Planning 
for the future needs of this great population is in every réspect as important for 
the Vedanta Retreat as for the National Seashore. 

8. The condemnation of the Vedanta Retreat would unnecessarily interfere 
with a religious need. It is of course no part of the National Park Service’s 
function to minister to the religious needs of the American people. On the 
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other hand, surely the Park Service would not wish to hamper or interfere 
with these needs, 

For the above reasons it is the earnest request of the Vedanta Society that 
its retreat be excluded from ‘the National Seashore. We hope that the Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will recognize the justice of this 
request and will therefore grant it. 

Yours faithfully, 
A. T. Cuurron, President. 
EpItH B. Souk, Secretary. 

ARRIL 14, 1960. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mrs. Soulé. We appreciate that state- 
ment, 

The time is to be divided into and controlled by proponents and 
opponents this afternoon, and I am calling one or two more witnesses 
before we recess for noon. Mr.-McCarthy will be in charge of the 
time for the opponents, and the people who are to testify for the 
opponents, and Mr. Gustafson for the proponents, Each will be 
given 90 minutes, but that will be in the afternoon session. I wanted 
to make that announcement in case those people care to leave any 
earlier so they will know they will not be called upon before the 
noon recess, : 

We will now hear from Mr. Leonard, and after him we will call 
on Mrs, Reynolds, 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD M. LEONARD, MEMBER, 
THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 


Mr. Lronarp. I have turned in a formal, written statement, which 
will appear in the record and I will speak very brietly to save the 


time of the group. 

I am here as a member of the Board of Directors of the Wilderness 
Society of Washington, D.C. The Wilderness Society was founded 
25 years ago for the protection of areas of this type throughout the 
Nation. It has over 12,000 members. The area here, of course, is not 
strictly wilderness now, or would it be under the proposed plan. It 
is, however, very important in our total overall balanced handling 
of wilderness recreation and handling the load of recreation upon our 
national parks and our wilderness areas of the High Sierra where 
Senator Engle has had so much experience. Senator Engle, as a 
Congressman, had most of the national parks in the United States 
in his own district, and it is those areas that are coming under in- 
creasingly heavy use to such an extent that the people who love the 
wilderness and who use them find that they are actually overusing 
them already. 

People so often think that wilderness areas are kept selfishly for 
just a few. They are not. They are being used more and more to an 
extent that the meadows and other areas are in danger. Similarly 
here, at Point Reyes, I think that we have to realize there are many 
earnest people who want to protect the wilderness values of Point 
Reyes and the natural values, and would therefore oppose setting it 
up as a national park area. Those people, however, just don’t realize 
that as the planning commision and other governmental authorities 
have already pointed out this morning, you simply cannot protect 
that area in its old status, keep it that way forever without some long 
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range planning which has to involve the actual ownership or other 
compensation for the long range planning of the area. 

We have seen the problem at Cape Cod where people, unfortu- 
nately, are a hundred years behind the program here and there are 
seven cities that have to be incorporated as part of the area. 

The Wilderness Society, therefore, is anxious that this area be pro- 
tected for its maximum values for recreation, and to relieve the load 
of this type of recreation into other areas which now comprise only 
2 percent of the United States. Only 2 percent is left. Ninety-eight 
percent is available for all other purposes. 

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Leonard. Your com- 
plete statement will be included in the record. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD M. LEONARD, A MEMBER OF THE COUNCIL, THE 
WILDERNESS SOcIETY 


My name is Richard M. Leonard. I am an attorney at law at 220 Montgomery 
Street, San Francisco, and am appearing at this hearing as a member of the 
council or board of directors of 'the Wilderness Society. 

The Wilderness Society strongly supports the principle of preservation of the 
Point Reyes area of California as one of the national seashores. 

The Wilderness Society is an organization of more than 12,000 members, 
representing all parts of the Nation, but with headquarters at Washington, D.C. 
The Society was formed more than 25 years ago for the purpose of aiding in the 
scientific and educational effort to preserve the rapidly vanishing natural and 
wilderness values that still exist in our Nation. Less than 2 pereent of our 
Nation still remains in its original wild and natural beauty. None will be avail- 
able for future generations unless we act promptly now, to preserve some of 
those values. 

It is tragie indeed to see the rapidity with which our seashore areas are being 
subdivided and lost forever to public use. Careful surveys by the National 
Park Service have clearly shown that there is an amazingly small amount of 
seashore left anywhere in the United States which can be preserved for public 
use. 
One of the finest of those areas, and of great national importance, is the Point 
Reyes peninsula just northwest of the rapidly growing metropolitan San Fran- 
cisco Bay area. There, 55,000 acres of seashore, heath, and forest are still 
almost as natural as in the days of Sir Francis Drake. These values could be 
of immense value to the people of all the United States. Those on the eastern 
seaboard would be fascinated in visiting such an area along the great Pacific 
Ocean, just as residents of California, Oregon, and Washington are anxious to 
visit the Cape Hatteras National Seashore, and hope to be able to visit the Cape 
Cod National Seashore. A point Reyes National Seashore would be of even 
greater value to the people of most of the States that have no seashore at all. 

However, if the people of the Nation are not able to act promptly enough in 
providing intelligent and fair long-range planning for the Point Reyes area 
through acquisition of key areas, scenic easements, leaseback arrangements, 
and other methods, the heavy population of the San Francisco Bay area will 
soon bury the Point Reyes Peninsula forever under a flood of subdivisions and 
other local developments, such as have already destroyed public use of the other 
coastal areas adjacent to large population centers. 

Protection can be arranged for the great public values involved, without harm 
to private interests or to the legitimate needs of local tax and economic interests. 

The Wilderness Society, therefore strongly urges Federal action to protect 
and preserve for long range public use the great natural beauty and wild charm 
of the Point Reyes seashore. 


_ Senator Moss. Mrs. Reynolds of the California Roadside Council 
is out next witness. 


55881—60——10 
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STATEMENT OF MRS. RALPH A. REYNOLDS, CALIFORNIA ROADSIDE 
COUNCIL 


Mrs. Reynoutps. My name is Mrs. Ralph A. Reynolds. I am repre- 
senting the California Roadside Council which is a citizen statewide 
organization of about 1,200 members. One of our interests is the con- 
servation of scenic resources in the State of California. 

I think that there is nothing new that we have to offer in the way 
of testimony. I have submitted a statement for the record. 

I would like to add to that, however, that our feeling is that if it is 
found infeasible to purchase ‘outright the entire acreage of the Point 
Reyes Peninsula, that every attention should be given to the possi- 
bility of supplementing outright purchase with “the acquisition of 
scenic easement. The combination of the two, we feel, should be 
applied to the peninsula as a whole. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mrs. Reynolds. 

(The statement follows :) 


CALIFORNIA ROADSIDE COUNCIL, 
San Francisco, Calif., March 29, 1960. 


Re proposed acquisition of Point Reyes area, Marin County, Calif. 


SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERNAL AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: The California Roadside Council wishes to recommend that an 
appropriate area on the Point Reyes Peninsula be acquired as a national sea- 
shore area, with the understanding that land now owned and used for dairy 
farms and other uses consistent with the purposes of a national seashore be 
allowed to continue in the same use under reasonable and satisfactory arrange- 
ments. 

The California Roadside Council is a nonprofit citizen organization of more 
than 1,200 members. Its purpose is to promote the attractiveness and good 
appearance of roadside areas in this State, and the conservation of scenic 
resources. The scenic quality of the Point Reyes Peninsula, and its accessibility 
to a metropolitan center, qualify it well, we believe, for conservation and ap- 
propriate development as a national seashore area. 

Very sincerely yours, 
BAILeyY JUSTICE, President. 


Senator Moss. Is Mr. Hertz here? I would like to call on Mr. 
Hertz before we recess. Then we will recess to come back at 1:30 p.m. 


STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS G. HERTZ 


Mr. Hertz. Senator Moss, Senator Engle, Congressman Miller, and 
gentlemen, I sort of feel as the man in the Bible who is quoted as 
“standing naked before his God.” I have no team and no committees 
and no maps. But, I will do the best I can to read the statement I 
have prepared for this occasion. 

Gentlemen, my name is Douglas G. Hertz. I am president of the 
Bolema Club, a hunting and fishing club, occupying and operating 
on 1,500 acres at the south end of the Point Reyes Peninsula. I am 
also secretary of the Point Reyes Land & Development Co. which owns 
some 415 acres on the top of the Inverness Ridge, also at the southern 
end of the peninsula. I am also secretary of Bolema Palisades, Inc., 
owners of 1,100 acres running from the Inverness Ridge to the ocean. 
During the past 4 years, I have explored this land from one end to 
the other. Today there is only one point I would like to explain. 
That is the economic infeasibility of public acquisition of this land 





POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 141 


for development. My point of view is based on complete familiarity 
with the terrain and many years experience in the business of build- 
ing and operating recreational facilities, 

There are other reasons I feel the proposed governmental acquisi- 
tion of thisp roperty is unwise, but I shall confine my brief remarks 
strictly to economics and let others deal with noneconomic reasons. 

Now, first as to acquisition cost. The factfinding survey prepared 
for the Senate subcommittee was reported on Thursday, April 7, as 
recommending the acquisition of some 53,000 acres in the area lying 
west of Highway 1 between Bolinas and Tomales Point at a minimum 
cost of $6,500,000. It is unfortunate the subcommittee did not estimate 
the maximum. Because within the past few months, companies in 
which I am an officer have purchased acreage in the same location, 
part of that which is described in the report, and have paid closer to 
$1,000 an acre, which if applied to the entire area, would raise the 
total cost of acquisition to at least $50 million. Before anyone is 
given a blank check drawn against the taxpayers of this country to 
buy property of questionable value, the truth should be published as 
to its real cost. 

Next, as to the limitations of the property, which is my second point. 

First, let me eleminate certain confusion which seems ot exist in the 
minds of various organizations, such as the Marin County Conser- 
vation League, the Marin Seashore Foundation and others as to the 
difference between the acquisition of property for conservation and 
the acquisition of property for recreation. If it be the intent of the 
National Park Service to acquire this property purely to converse it— 
to leave it in its present condition—it would have no value to the 
general public whatsoever. At the present moment the vast majority 
of its acreage is inaccessible. On the area upon which the Bolema 
Club operates a hunting and fishing club, even the hunters have great 
difficulty fighting their way through the intense chaperel growth, 
berry patches, and other wild growth which is impenetrable either 
by man or beast. The cost of clearing this land would be as great as 
the cost of acquisition. 

But if the property is to be acquired for recreational development, 
as is indicated, additional millions of dollars would have to be pro- 
vided in addition to the $50 million or so for acquisition for clearing 
the land. 

And let me clear up one other important area of confusion at this 
point. Published maps and reports of recreational development here 
make much of the word “beaches,” as though they were like the beach 
at Waikiki or Atlantic City. The beaches on the Point Reyes Penin- 
sula are completely unsafe for use by anybody. The tides are very 
strong, there’s a great undercurrent and the ocean falls off very deeply 
from the waterline. There are few accesses to these beaches and it 
would be difficult to make additional accesses to the beach without very 
great expense. The composition along the beachline is decomposed 
soapstone which is constantly eroding into the ocean. Its sliding and 
shifting make entrances and roadways to the beach not only difficult 
and dangerous to make but also tremendously expensive to maintain. 
If you turned great numbers of people loose on these beaches, and 
knowing human nature as you do, how many bodies do you think 
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would be hauled out each year? More than I would want to be 
responsible for, I assure you. 

The main thing I want to establish here is that in addition to the 
actual soaking the taxpayers would take on the original purchase price 
of this property, the cost of developing even minimum recreational 
facilities for camping, picnicking, swimming, fishing, shooting, boat- 
ting, horseback riding, and other worthwhile activities would be 
astronomical—a cost not even hinted at, as yet. 

My third point is that according to present plans, the people of 
Marin County will have removed from their tax rolls property which 
may not be a huge source of revenue at present, but which most cer- 
tainly will in the immediate future. We have a struggle in every 
community and every level of the political system from the village 
government to the county, State, and Federal Government of meeting 
the constantly increasing burden of additional schools, higher pay 
for teachers, maintenance of county and government operations. there- 
fore, the tax rolls must be taken seriously into consideration. It 
would not be a problem at this moment to take away from Marin 
County, this area which is a wilderness and is agricultural and there- 
fore its tax revenue is small. But in the not too distant future when 
the city of San Francisco will have grown perhaps by the year 2000, 
which after all is only 40 years away, to some 12 to 15 million people. 
There will no longer be a Marin County. There will be a greater city 
of San Francisco—from necessity by a reason of the economics of 
centralized government must finally form a pattern in government 
such as our other large cities—New York, Chicago, Los Angeles. 
When that day comes, revenue, which is already becoming bothersome, 
will become much more serious. 

This section which we have under discussion, gentlemen, here, today, 
will be part of the greater city. It will be commuter property as 
intensely built over as Palo Alto or Burlingame or San Mateo and 
can well produce a revenue running into several millions a year from 
taxation without becoming taxation tantamount to confiscation. 

One of the greatest fallacies ever injected into the American col- 
lection of silly sayings is: “The only sure things are death and taxes.” 
If we Americans spent one-tenth the time trying to shift for ourselves 
and hold down the tax drain on our pockets as we do going to the 
Government with our hands out begging for unnecessary help and then 
crying our eyes out about high taxes, we could prove that taxes—at 
least at their present levels—are not reasonable. Right now we have 
a chance to practice what we all preach. Here is an impending boon- 
doggle of immense proportions developing right in our own back- 
yard, a frivolous, ill-conceived waste of our own money, which hurts 
us both coming and going—it will increase our present exorbitant 
taxes when we acquire and develop the property. And it will obliter- 
ate forever a choice source of revenue for our strangling communities. 
Unless our thinking on these matters is reversed, the one thing sure 
besides death and taxes is a socialistic U.S.S.A., instead of the grand 
and glorious free America we have had. 

Finally, there are economic forces at work which doom this project. 
I ask you to join me in a little trip into the future of the bay area. 

It is hard for younger people—and I have lived to be one of the 
aged—to realize that once we did not believe the day of the horse and 
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buggy would ever pass. We saw it become as extinct as the dodo bird. 
Tt is not difficult for us to see the day when the usefulness of the auto- 
mobile is over. With the congestion of the streets and highways, land 
transportation has already become such a problem that alternate 
methods of moving about are being planned. In San Francisco, for 
example, there is talk of having all automobiles parked on the fringe 
of the town and having everyone use public transportation to come 
down in the town. These are all significant indications of the coming 
of the future. Man’s ingenuity will soon produce some form of flying 
machine—whether it will be a contraption you put on your back and 
flap your wings or whether it will be a small automobile that skims 
over the rooftops for transportation—no one can now predict. 

It will be nothing to see residents of San Francisco making week- 
end trips to the Orient because of the speed of transportation. Recre- 
ation areas are still available 100 and 200 miles from the city which 
will be closer to San Francisco by time of travel than the Point Reyes 
Peninsula is now, within 40 years. 

One of the great problems with our planning in this country has 
always been lack of foresight. The magnificent Bay Bridge and 
Golden Gate Bridge were obsolete before they were completed. The 
traffic jams on them now are such that you must either build new 
bridges or enlarge the ones we’ve got. The same thing is going to 
happen with the Point Reyes Peninsula when it becomes a part of the 
city. You can’t move thousands of people a weekend to vacation at 
the site proposed with any form of now known transportation. Con- 
sequently, the foresighted planner will be thinking in terms of a 
200-mile-away weekend or day in the country which will take no 
longer to reach than the present 30 miles. And it will not destroy the 
tax revenue which will come from this potentially very valuable 
property. Our main objection to any Federal seizure of the peninsula 
for recreation purposes is not based on any particularly selfish motive 
on what we want to do with it. We just don’t think it will succeed as a 
public park. You had a magnificent public recreation area for many 
years in Golden Gate Park. Who are the visitors of Golden Gate 
Park today? The San Franciscan? The local resident? The man 
that the Conservation League and the Seashore Foundation speak of ? 
They don’t go to Golden Gate Park. They go to the High Sierra, 
they go to Mount Shasta, they go away out into the country. They 
don’t want to be in close to the city. This property is far too valu- 
able in the future, in the general development of San Francisco, 
to be tied up now as a national park. 

Gentlemen, it would take all day for me to cover in thorough detail 
all the reasoning behind the points I have enumerated and sum- 
marized. Any one of them is sufficient reason, I feel, for resisting 
Federal attempts to seize the property and prevent local businessmen 
from carrying through their long-term plan of organized development 
to the financial advantage of Marin County. I shall be happy to go 
into much greater detail on any statement I have made. But I only 
hope that in my remarks here I have stimulated some thinking as to 
the answer to this question: Is the present plan for Federal acquisi- 
tion of this property economically feasible? Clear thinking says, 
“No, it isnot.” Thank you. 

Representative Mitter. Mr. Hertz, in your position as president of 
the Bolema Club, do you regard the present situation in Point Reyes 
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as being a good situation for hunting and fishing? Do you find it a 
fine area for hunting and fishing at the present time ? 

Mr. Herrz. For a great number of people, no, sir. 

Representative Miter. I mean as far as your own experience. 

Mr. Hertz. For a limited number it is good for hunting and fishing, 
but very limited number. The hunting is completely stocked hunting. 
There is no wildlife there. Some of your speakers here have talked 
about waterfowl. We raise on that particular section of Point Reyes 
10,000 mallard ducks every year. 

Representative Mirter. Do the members enjoy hunting and fishing 
in the area? Do they enjoy its benefits ? 

Mr. Herrz. A limited number. Fishing is confined to a 5-acre lake. 
The rest is only surf fishing. 

Representative Mitter. How many members do you have? 

Mr. Herrz. Very few. <A limited number of members enjoy it. 

Representative Mitre. I gather from your testimony that this 
area is inherently unfit for recreational purposes, there being no 
beaches and the rest of the area being impenetrable wilderness. 

Mr. Herrz. Correct, sir. 

Representative Mitier. That’s precisely what you intended to say. 

Mr. Hertz. That is exactly what I did say. 

Senakar Enete. Now, what are those people paying $1,000 an acre 
for ? 

Mr. Hertz. To answer you, Senator, because, as I stated in my 
remarks, they are willing and able to spend a further $3,000 an acre 
to clear it and make it available. 

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Hertz. 

Mr. Hertz. I would like, if I could, to have 1 more minute to make 
one other remark from this map. A point that is marked here, 
“campgrounds.” Now this corner is the present Bolema Clubhouse. 
This is the only access in 9 miles to the beach. Every piece of growth 
on it, and I would like to have you come and see it—it is all lopsided 
from the wind—it is physically impossible for any member to camp 
down there. You would freeze to death. 

You have this Double Point picnic area. I was there 3 days ago. 
In Double Point here, you have a cliff that is somewhat 300 feet down. 
It is the only small peaceful piece of ocean there is. It is excluded 
by these two points. I have tried for 3 years to put a boat harbor 
there. We finally came to the conclusion after we spent some $30,000 
that the only way it would be useful would be to put a ski lift to get 
down to it. 

Here you have a public picnic area, and I wanted to put a beach 
entrance in there but it can’t be done. This needs a lot of investiga- 
tion. I say that with all due respect to Mr. George Collins, who is a 
very dear friend of mine. 

Senator Moss. I appreciate your statement, Mr. Hertz. 

I appreciate the attendance and interest of the audience. This is a 
spirited matter and yet we have done it in good humor and I am sure 
we can continue that way in the afternoon. 

We will reconvene at 1:30 p.m. 

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the hearing was recessed until 1:30 
p.m. of the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Senator Moss. We will now resume the hearing for this afternoon 
session. We have a problem of trying to cover the ground this after- 
noon and giving an opportunity to those who wish to appear and yet 
divide the time evenly. In an attempt to have an even division, 
making sure that both sides of this question are heard, we have deter- 
mined to allot at this point 90 minutes to a group of opponents to the 
bill, and following that we will have 90 minutes allotted to the pro- 
ponents of the bill, and then if there are others who have not been 
included and would like to make a brief statement we will stay for 
= time as we can to hear everyone who wants to be heard on this 
subject. 

We have previously advised Mr. Bryan McCarthy that he would 
be in charge of the 90-minute period of time allotted to the opponents, 
so we will call on Mr. McCarthy. He may take such time as he de- 
sires himself or he may call on other people, but we will have to watch 
the time because we have to divide equally between the two sides. 


STATEMENT OF BRYAN R. McCARTHY, REPRESENTING WEST 
MARIN PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. McCartuy. Chairman Moss, Senator Engle, distinguished 
guests, and ladies and gentlemen, I would like to note for the reporter 
that none of our presentations are specifically written out. We have 
a report that covers much of the information we have that we will 
leave with you and with the committee, but much of the presenta- 
tion is not in written form and therefore we respectfully request that 
it be made a part of the written record. 

Senator Moss. Your formal statement will be made a part of the 
record at this point. 

(The statement referred to follows:) 


A SUMMARY OF THE OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSED POINT REYES NATIONAL PARK 
AND SEASHORE RECREATIONAL AREA, BY WEST MARIN PROPERTY OWNERS AS- 
SOCIATION 

INTRODUCTORY SUMMARY 


The proposed 53,000-acre park will have the following effects : 

1. It will destroy the dairy industry of west Marin. Seventeen dairies will 
be taken, which produce one-sixth of the milk output of Marin County. The 
milk industry is the second biggest industry in Marin County, being second only 
to the construction business. 

2. It will destroy the livestock industry of west Marin; it will take seven live- 
stock ranches. 

3. It will remove from the tax rolls 53,000 acres (16 percent of Marin County) 
of valuable taxpaying land. As 10 percent of Marin is already in parks, water 
districts, and military bases, it will basically affect the local tax structure. 

4. It will cause the loss of large payrolls and the loss in local purchases of 
several million dollars per year. 

5. It will destroy a new thriving oyster packing business now marketing 
$150,000 of its product annually. With expanded beds it plans to double this 
output in the next year. 

6. It will destroy the Radio Corp. of America and American Telephone & 
Telegraph’s main transpacific radio links each of which are several million 
dollar investments. 

7. It will add considerable expense to the county of Marin in indirect costs, 
such as roads and policing, which the county is not in a position to pay. 
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8. California and Marin County have more than enough parks. 50 percent 
of California is in public ownership. 
9. The area is not suited for park use of the kind and size proposed. 
10. It will cost the Federal Government at least $50 million to purchase and 
develop, a sum not warranted, where the need is little and the suitability poor. 
On record as opposed to the proposed park are the following : 
1. The Marin County Farm Bureau; 
2. The Marin County Taxpayers Association ; 
38. The Marin Coast Chamber of Commerce ; 
4. The Marin County and California soil conservation organizations; and 
5. The West Marin Property Owners Association. 


THE DAIRY INDUSTRY 


Dairying is the chief industry and income producer in the Point Reyes area. 
It dates back more than 100 years. Generations of the same family have op- 
erated on some of the ranches from 50 to 70 years. The herds have shown con- 
tinuous improvement in production and rank high in Marin County, a county 
which for many years has held a position in the Nation’s “‘top 50” milk-producing 
counties. One of the prime herds in the area is the leading producer in Marin 
County and the highest producing jersey heard in the State of California. 

The milk industry is the second biggest industry in Marin County and one- 
sixth of that industry is located in the area that will be taken by the proposed 
park. Nearly 5 million gallons of milk flow to processors in San Francisco, 
Oakland, and other bay area points every year for distribution to the whole bay 
area, including Marin County. This is a vital part of the bay area’s health. 

The Point Reyes milk industry brings into Marin County, from this production, 
approximately $2 million per year. 

Between 80 and 90 milkers and dairy hands are employed by these ranches 
for an annual payroll of nearly $400,000. 

The milk cows, numbering approximately 4,000 are valued at $1,800,000. Mod- 
ern milking barns, feed storage barns and other farm buildings and mechanized 
equipment have a replacement value over a million dollars. 

Milk is not the only food product menaced by the planned encroachment of 
the park and seashore area into west Marin. Hight livestock ranches (seven 
eattle, one sheep) will be destroyed. More than $150,000 worth of beef, veal, 
and feeder calves move off these ranches each year. Additionally milk cows 
culled from the dairy herds when their production falls below average, adds 
another $150,000 per year to these meat sales. 


The National Park Service’s alleged “‘leaseback” plan is a myth; it cannot work 
even if it could be committed by the Park Service 

The so-called leaseback of the dairy ranches by the National Park Service is 
a myth—it is unfair, unworkable, and unacceptable to the dairy ranchers. 

Seemingly, in an attempt to whitewash the devastation that will be done by 
this proposed park, which the National Park Service, on a local level, has been 
advocating, it has stated that the dairy industry will not be hurt because the 
ranchers can stay there as tenants. 

This is completely unrealistic and unacceptable to the farmers. First, these 
ranchers and their fathers before them, worked long and hard, coming up from 
dairy hands to the ownership of these ranches. To just make them tenants, so 
that a few can use the area for a playground, is something that is not square with 
the American way of life. The terms of such leases, even if authorized, would 
be variable and be at the will of the Park Service. The activity that could be 
carried on by the dairy ranchers would be at the will of the Park Service. Its 
administration changes from year to year. The amount of improvements on 
the ranches, and so forth, would be at the will and at possibly the whim of the 
National Park Service. This just couldn’t work. 

This is further complicated by the fact that dairy milk contracts run for only 
30 days, making it impossible for a rancher to sign a long lease, even though the 
Park Service were agreeable to it. 

Further, and more important, is the basic rule, that “cows and people don’t 
mix.” This remark may seem humorous, but to the dairymen it is serious. 
Cows are disturbed by the presence of strangers either in or around their pas- 
tures and especially in their milking barns. It is common knowledge in this area 
that the daily yield of cows will fall below average and stay there for several 
days if there has been any strange or unusual activity, such as automobiles, dogs, 
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animals, and people, that bother the cows and that they are not used to.. The 
introduction of thousands of people, that the National Park Service says this park 
is needed to serve, would cause an interruption of the dairy industry. The roads 
that would have to be built to lead into the area and the activities of the people 
using the area, would make it no longer feasible to operate a dairy on the land. 

The Point Reyes Peninsula is prime dairy country and the main reason is its 
isolation. Little traffic disturbs the herds as they graze in the field. Few 
visitors go upon the ranch property. Barking dogs, youngsters climbing fences, 
processions of family cars and trailers, will create diversions which will distract 
the cows from attending to their daily chores of grazing and resting and pro- 
ducing the essential food product that makes this industry indispensable to Marin 
County and to the San Francisco Bay area. 


THE PROPOSED POINT REYES PARK WILL BRING ECONOMIC RUIN TO WEST MARIN 
AND WILL ADVERSELY AFFECT THE TAX BASE OF MARIN COUNTY 


Briefly the minimum economic impact on Marin County will be as here- 
after shown. It may be much greater, when comprehensive economic studies 
are completed. 

Income 

The direct income to the Point Reyes Peninsula, which is to be taken, is the 
sum of $4,330,000 per year. This income is from the milk sold, from the beef and 
lamb sold, from the oysters sold, and some timbering. 


Payrolis 

The payrolls directly sustained by the industries in the area that will be taken, 
total $1,045,000 per year. 
Local purchases 

The estimated minimum local purchases in the area to be taken directly 
attributable to the dairy and associated industries, is the approximate sum of 
$2,897,000 per year ; this does not include the Pacific Gas & Electric Co.’s supplying 
of gas and electricity, at a further sum of $88,450 per year. 


Direct taxes 


It is estimated that the direct taxes coming from the 53,000 acres sought to be 
taken is the approximate sum of between $80,000 and $100,000 at the present 
time. 

Although the above figures on a national scale may seem small, to a little 
county like Marin County, with very little basic industry, they are very large 
and important sums of money. 

Not taken into consideration, but of real impact, are the sales taxes from these 
local purchases and all of the other miscellaneous sums of money spent by the 
industries and the persons connected therewith in and above Marin County. 


Economic survey 

From the start, the West Marin people and the Marin County Board of Super- 
visors, have sought to have an impartial economic survey made. 

But the request of the Marin County Board of Supervisors for such a survey 
was ignored, and $15,000 given to National Park Service to conduct the survey. 
The Park Service, has from the beginning and continuously to date, urged this 
park and is doing everything possible to see it established. How then can it 
make animpartial survey? It absolutely cannot. 

If the ranchers have a survey prepared, it can be fairly stated that it would 
not be impartial. s 

So the only answer is, for the Federal Government (or Marin County) to 
have an impartial economic survey made. This is a must before a decision is 
made. 


THE PROPOSED PARK WILL DESTROY TWO VITAL OVERSEAS RADIO COMMUNICATIONS 
STATIONS 


The park, as proposed, will take the radio stations of Radio Corporation of 
America and the American Telephone and Telegraph companies. These two 
companies maintain vital peacetime and wartime overseas radio links—the main 
trans-Pacific radio communication is through these stations. These are the 
only public service stations for direct communications between the United 
States and many foreign countries across the Pacific. 
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RCA, in a letter of protest to the National Park Service, asserted that the 
ocean frontage of their own holdings and the frontages adjacent thereto, are 
essential as protective screens to protect interference with their receiving in- 
stallations. It is particularly important, they state, that electrical interference 
from motor vehicle ignitions or from portable or mobile radios be avoided. The 
interference would result in garbling messages being transmitted. The pro- 
posed park and seashore recreational area would be bound to increase the 
auto traffic and the human traffic and increase interference problems. 

RCA further pointed out in its letter of opposition to the park, that the Point 
Reyes location for the receiving station originally was selected because of free- 
dom from manmade interference. Such freedom appeared to be assured because 
of the ownership of the property up to the Pacific Ocean. It is apparent, how- 
ever, RCA asserts, that the establishment of a park in this area would create 
the very problems of manmade interference which was to be avoided by locating 
the radio station in this area. 

Any disruption of RCA’s vital public and national defense communication 
between the United States and the Pacific area is a most serious matter. Isola- 
tion from manmade interference was RCA’s main reason for selecting this site. 
It takes a dim view of the possible influx of tourists, recreation seekers, picnic 
parties, and the like, if this area becomes a park. 

The same is true concerning the large radio station of American Telephone & 
Telegraph in this area to be taken. ' 


MARIN COUNTY AND CALIFORNIA’S PARKS, STATE AND NATIONAL 


California’s State parks, numbering approximately 125, are scattered through 
37 of the State’s 58 counties : 21 counties have none. 

Marin County, the fourth smallest county of the State (333,000 acres) has 
nearly 8,000 of State parks which places it sixth among the 58 counties of Cali- 
fornia in total park acreage. In the number of State parks, Marin County is in 
eighth place with five parks. 

Marin has already been generously endowed with park and recreational areas. 
The fourth smallest of California’s 58 counties it has the sixth greatest total of 
acreage in State parks. Already 10 percent of the property in Marin County 
is off the tax roll in either parks, water districts, and military reservations. 
If the 53,000 acres is added, in the proposed Point Reyes Park. it would add 
another 16 percent or making a total of over 26 percent of Marin County’s 
total area off the tax rolls in park and water districts and military reservations. 
This would create an absolutely impossible burden for the taxpayers of Marin 
County to carry. 

National parks 

Currently, there are 29 national parks located in 21 States ; 29 States have none. 
Five States have national parks covering from 1 million to 21%4 million acres. Cali- 
fornia is in second place with 1,700,000 acres devoted to national parks. 

Six States have more than one national park. They are Washington, Wyom- 
ing, North Carolina, Utah, and Colorado with two each; California is in first 
place with four. 

A recent survey completed in 1958 by Samuel P. Dana of Michigan University 
and Myron Krueger of University of California, shows the astounding fact that 
47 million of California’s 100 million acres is under Federal ownership, and 3 
million acres is in public ownership. Twelve million acres alone are in national 
forest lands. 

And of the 23 million acres of U.S. Department of Interior lands, only 4 
million are in parks and memorials. Yet it is this very group which is grasping 
for more land—this land. 

Fifty percent of California is Government owned. 

The whole of the Sierra Nevada Range, which runs in an excess of 800 miles, 
by approximately 50 to 75 miles in width, is open to the public for recreational 
area. With the new superhighways in California, these mountain areas, of mil- 
lions of acres, are within 3 hours driving distance of the bay area and the 
coastal areas. Many of the areas are within an hour’s driving distance. These 
are the areas that should be devoted toward actual park facility. The millions 
of acres of land are there just waiting to be taken care of by the National 
Park Service. 

The big buildup by conservationists that we must save land is untrue. We 
have saved too much land in California already—one-half of it. 
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National park policy 

Traditionally national parks have been established in mountain areas of rugged 
scenery on deserts, in forests, caves, and other locations offering outstanding 
scenic and natural advantages. Usually they offer little in the way of economic 
development potential, particularly agriculture. Rarely has the National Park 
Service attempted to invade an area of long established and important agricul- 
tural development producing a highly essential food and one for which there is a 
constant and growing demand. 

Now, however, the Park Service seeks to invade an area where the economy is 
well established and growing. This is contrary to established procedure. They 
seek to dissolve sizable payrolls; they will cripple a $2 million dairy industry 
providing an essential and high quality food product; they plan to uproot pioneer 
ranch families that have lived and worked on the Point Reyes Peninsula for 
from 40 to 70 years, through father and son and even grandson. 

Actually there is a little of the unusual about Point Reyes Peninsula and its 
shorelines. There are miles upon miles of almost identical country along the 
northern California and southern Oregon coasts. The same timber, the same 
narrow beach strands, the same tall steep cliffs and the same offshore rocks, and 
the same undertows, although not nearly as severe and treacherous as is found 
from the Point Reyes north along the peninsula coast. 

In fact, between Point Reyes in Marin County and Jenner in Sonoma County 
there are several public parks of the same kind and quality as proposed Point 
Reyes and these parks are little used. 

These areas differ only in that without exception they fail to even approach 
the economic status of Point Reyes Peninsula. 


SUITABILITY 


The Point Reyes Peninsula area and ocean shore are attractions possibly for a 
few scientists, a botanist or two, and an ecologist, all of whom are welcome and 
have been welcomed over the generations. For the vast general public, however, 
for whom it is assertedly designed, the area has minimal attractions: 

It is one of the foggiest areas in the United States. 

In June, July, and August the continuing wind velocity averages better than 
23 miles per hour, a figure exceeded only at weather bureau measuring stations 
on mountain peaks. 

Ocean temperatures along the Point Reyes Peninsula are reported, by the 
Government reports, as the coldest on the California coast. 

The ocean floor, off the narrow beach strands, is precipitous and develops a 
powerful undertow which presents an extreme and very real danger to persons in 
or about the area. 

The area is not desirable for camping. The weather is cold and damp. It 
would be a mischievous abuse of public trust to encourage people to visit the 
Point Reyes Peninsula in the belief ‘that they would find suitable camping sites 
and weather. 

Regarding the beaches and the surf, insofar as wading or bathing is con- 
cerned, they are a definite hazard. The undertow and riptides are powerful, 
threacherous, and dangerous. The slope of the beach is precipitous and in most 
areas a small child, or even an experienced swimmer, would be trapped if he 
waded out too far and suddenly found the sandy bottom dropping away. 

Several years ago, several coastguardsmen, skilled far beyond the average in 
battling treacherous, turbulent waters, lost their lives during training maneuvers 
in this area. 

This loss of life in this area on the beaches has continued down to the present. 
In the month of April 1960, one boy was drowned off one of these beaches, and 
another, a few days later, narrowly escaped death from drowning. 

Steep cliffs lining most of the beach areas offer another hazard for the 
unwary. The cliffs, as well as the undertow and riptides, have claimed their 
share of lives. 
nde Regarding fog, the U.S. Coast Pilot, Pacific coast 1959 edition, states at page 

“ee * Point Reyes is often spoken of as being the actual center of the 
heaviest and most frequent fogs on the Pacific coast * * * the sun’s rays some- 
times fail to penetrate for 3 or even 4 weeks at a time * * *. Point Reyes has 
close to the lowest midsummer temperature of any observing station in the 
United States.” 
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This then is the Point Reyes Peninsula and its qualifications as a seashore 
recreational area, where the public, in good faith, may be led to believe that, 
as in the normal usage of a beach area, they will find sunshine, brisk but balmy 
sea breezes, and a gentle surf where their youngsters can spash and wade in 
safety and where adults may enjoy a short swim. And what will they find? A 
seashore area listed as one of the two foggiest places in the United States; a 
summertime wind velocity not exceeded anywhere in the United States except 
on mountain peaks; 'the coldest waters on the California coast; plus a precipi- 
tous beach bottom which creates the most hazardous undertow and riptide con- 
ditions anywhere in the vicinity. 


THE MORAL OR HUMAN FAOTOR 


Although sometimes in today’s world, people have to give to the public good, 
there is no need that the loyal families of the Point Reyes Peninsula give to an 
unnecessary park of minimal value that will probably serve only a few. 

These families, and the generations before them, settled on this peninsula and 
have been loyal taxpaying Marin County citizens ever since. They have asked 
for little, have contributed when called upon, both money in peacetime and men 
in wartime, and added greatly to the growth of Marin County. 

And now, for all of their pains, for all of their years of work, they are 
asked to just walk out and allow the Government to take their lands so that 
some people may play in the area. And the people who want to play in the area 
have so many other places to play in so many places in Marin County and in 
California. Is this the reward that these ranchers have earned by being good 
citizens for so many years? 


CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, to urge these ranchers and residents of this Point Reyes area to 
forfeit their lands and livelihoods to make way for an impractical, uneconomic, 
and unneeded park is unwarranted and unreasonable. The area has only minimal 
potentialities for recreational purposes, but is ideal for dairying and ranching. 
There is no possibility, short of the expenditure of millions of dollars (at least $50 
million to purchase and develop) that this area could ever be converted into an 
attractive recreational area. It is extremely doubtful that even vast expenditures 
could accomplish more than a small portion of the projected plans. And it is not 
needed for a park area by California or Marin County. California is loaded with 
parks and Government land—50 percent to be exact. 

We urge this proposed park be dropped. 


Mr. McCarruy. I am Bryan McCarthy appearing here on behalf of 

the West Marin Property Owners Association, a group who own ap- 

roximately 37,000 of the 53,000 acres involved in this park. Also, on 
half of the owners of three of the large ranches in the area. 

Weare opposed to this park for many reasons of which you will hear 
each reason or at least the major ones detailed by speakers who will 
follow me. 

I feel somewhat, after listening to the morning session, like David 
must have felt when he saw Goliath, but I have the same faith that 
David had because he made it, and he made it because he had it. I 
think that the opposition to this proposal will show you that there is 
another side to this problem and one that far outweighs the proponents 
and what they have shown to you. 

We believe we are not literally the voice in this wilderness, but we 
believe we have a very specific detailed argument to the proposal. 

First a generality and one that I hope each member of the commit- 
tee, particularly Mr. Moss, is aware of. I believe there has been a 

reat myth started in the United States, and that great myth is what 
as brought all of us here today, including this committee. And the 
myth is simply this: that with the growth in population that we need 
new and bigger recreation areas, that all available land is going fast, 
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and that if you don’t take it now you lose it forever. It just is not so. 
Can I back up such a statement ? 

Well, all I can use is Government surveys to back up my statement. 
One-third of the United States, according to a survey published within 
the last month or two, is in Government ownership—one-third. Cali- 
fornia—one-half of California is in Government ownership. Forty- 
seven million acres are owned by the Federal Government in the State 
of California. 

How then can proponents say the land is fast disappearing? It 
just is not so. And if I urge nothing else on this committee in my 

resentation today, I urge, please don’t take this myth at face value. 
Check the Government records to find out how much land is already 
in Government hands. The military has been made the kicking boy 
here today, but it is not the military that has the land. In California 
I understand that the Department of Interior, the very group seeking 
this property, has over 20 million acres of land of which they have 
used 4 million. You are going to hear more details on these figures. 

Let’s get down to specifics, away from the generalities. Why do 
this group of people oppose this park? We oppose it for the following 
reasons : 

It will destroy the dairy industry of west Marin. Seventeen dairies 
will be taken, which produce one-sixth of the milk output in Marin 
County. The milk industry is the second biggest industry in Marin 
County. You heard Mr. Broemmel say that what this county needs is 
industry. Sowhatdowedo? Take out one-sixth of it. 

Second, it will destroy the livestock industry of west Marin. It 
will take seven livestock ranches. 

Third, it will remove from the tax rolls 53,000 acres; 16 percent of 
Marin County. As 10 percent is already off the tax rolls in water 
districts and in parks and in military, over 26 percent of Marin County 
will be gone from the tax rolls. 

Fourth, it will cause the loss of large payrolls and the loss of several 
million dollars and the loss of local purchases of several million dollars. 

Fifth, it will destroy a thriving oyster-packing business. 

Sixth, it will destroy the Radio Corporation of America and the 
American Telephone & Telegraph main transpacific radio links to the 
Pacific. That company has submitted a report to this committee which 
I assume you may not have time to read today, but which is detailed 
and specific as to the position of RCA in that matter. They state 
in that report that if land is taken between them and the water their 
facility is literally finished. 

Seventh, it will add considerable expense to the county of Marin in 
indirect costs, such as roads and policing and the like. 

Eighth, this = is unnecessary. California and Marin County 
have enough parks. Fifty percent of California is available for people 
to play in. 

Ninth, the area is not suited for park use of the kind and size 
proposed. 

Tenth, we believe that the cost to the Federal Government will be 
between $30 and $50 million for the Federal Government to acquire 
and initially start to develop this area. 

Those, briefly, are the arguments that we believe this committee 
should consider very carefully. I would like at this time to present to 





152 POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


this group Mr. Albert Bagshaw who will be speaking on the effect on 
the dairy industry in Marin County of this proposal. 

Senator Ener. May I ask Mr. McCarthy a question? 

Mr. McCarrny. I would be happy to respond to a question. I would 

refer if there are questions that they go to the end because we have 
com allotted only a minimum of 90 minutes and we have a schedule 
to fill it. 

Senator Encte. I only want to ask you two questions. You can 
answer me “Yes” “No.” Are you appearing before this committee as a 
representative of these opponents in your professional capacity as an 
attorney ? 

Mr. McCarruy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Ener. And you are paid for your services? 

Mr. McCartuy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Encrr. Would you have any objection to filing with the 
committee in a written statement the fee arrangement that you have 
with your clients ? 

Mr. McCarrtny. I have already done that, Senator. 

Senator Enerr. Have you filed under the Registration Act that 
Congress requires ? 

Mr. McCartuy. Yes, I have. 

Senator Enetx. Thank you. 


STATEMENT OF ALBERT E. BAGSHAW 


Mr. Baesuaw. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I, too, am an attorney 
practicing here in Marin County, and perhaps I should state at the 


outset that I am here in my professional capacity as an employed 
attorney. I have no compensation arranged or discussed. I suppose 
ultimately I will be compensated. 

Senator Ener. You will have no objection making that a part of 
the subcommittee record ? 

Mr. Bacsuaw. None whatsoever. I represent three families of 
ranchers in this area, the area proposed to be taken for recreation 
purposes, whom I have known for many, many years and whom I 
consider close friends. The Mendoza family, the Nunes family and 
the James Kehoe family. I am also attorney for the Point Reyes 
Cooperative Milk Producers Association composed of 24 members 
including, I think, practically all of the dairy ranches to be affected 
by this proposed recreation area. 

Now the people whom I represent sincerely and unequivocally 
oppose the proposed recreation area on the basis which it is now 
presented. They feel, and I think justifiably so, that it will completely 
destroy the dairy industry, at least in the Point Reyes area; that it 
will take their homes, their businesses, their properties which have 
been in their families for at least two generations, and will relegate 
them and their children to the position of displaced persons; that it 
will affect the entire economy of the area; and that the benefits to be 
obtained, in their opinion, the benefits of recreation in that area in the 
light of its rugged nature, the dangers of the surf, the dangers of the 
currents and the like, and the persistent fogs and winds, do not justify 
the imposition upon them of those adverse effects. 

Now prior to World War IJ, the principal industry in Marin County 
was dairying. Because of the encroachment of subdivisions in Marin 
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County since World War II the principal industry in the county is 
now the building industry with the dairy industry in second place, 
As Mr. McCarthy has pointed out, the ranches to be affected, and I refer 
to the ranches which are located within the proposed recreation area, 
produce one-sixth of the dairy products produced in the entire county 
of Marin. I might add, too, that the county of Marin numbers among 
the first five counties in the Nation in the production of dairy products. 
So it isn’t a small industry. 

These ranches which will be affected by this proposal own approx!- 
mately 4,000 head of fine dairy cattle, herds which they have built up 
over the years for production, disease free production, quantity and 
qualitywise which is worth at least $1,800,000. And while I am on 
that score, those cattle at that value form a tax base upon which county 
and school district taxes are assessed which was not taken into con- 
sideration by Mr. Broemmel in his analysis, but which will be lost to 
the county and to the school district if these ranches must close. 

These same ranches have barns, dairying equipment, and agricul- 
tural equipment which could not be replaced for less than a million 
dollars, most of which is also personal property, and which also forms 
additional tax base. 

These ranches employ the year round between 80 and 90 men as 
milkers and dairy ‘hands, and they have an annual payroll of about 
$400,000. In addition, in most instances, they supply the employee 
and his family with living quarters and utilities. 

These ranches market their products through their cooperative that 
I represent, the Point Reyes Cooperative Creamery, and yesterday I 
secured the statistics from the accountant for that cooperative and was 
advised that in 1959 the cooperative shipped 40,410,478 pounds of milk 
and 1,616,753 pounds of butterfat for a gross revenue of $2,141,916. 
Now that gross revenue was all spent in the locality. It goes to the 
feed producers, the hardware man, the veterinarian, the doctor, the 
baker, the candlestick maker, the trucking contractor, each of whom in 
turn maintains an establishment, maintains a plant, and maintains 
property which constitutes a tax base for the support of the schools in 
the county, which has not been taken into Mr. Broemmel’s considera- 
tion, 

The very Cooperative Creamery itself owns and maintains a milk 
processing plant at Point Reyes Station which could not be replaced 
for less than $150,000. It forms a tax base. It will be lost if these 
ranches go out of business because the co-op will go out of business. 
So the picture as presented by Mr. Broemmel doesn’t accurately or 
truly reflect the loss to the county and school districts in revenue if 
these ranches are forced out of business. 

Now each of these ranches you will note are well conducted, well 
operated. They are ranches in which these families have taken pride. 
The fact that they are scenically beautiful now, that they have the 
pastoral qualities which have been extolled by the park service, is due 
in no small part to the industry and the pride of these people and the 
fact that they have been willing to plow back into the land and the 
improvements so much of what they have made out of it. 

_ Ifthese ranches are taken, inevitably this industry must be destroyed 
in this area and also these people must be forced out of business, be- 
cause it is impossible for them to locate other suitable ranches to which 
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to transfer their operations. Napa County, Solano County, Sonoma 
County have had the same experiences as has Marin. In certain parts 
of the county the encroachment of subdivisions has forced their 
ranches out of business. They have been unable to obtain other ranch 
locations within the watershed, and they have been forced out of busi- 
ness, completely out of the dairying business. 

It is peculiar to the dairy ranching business that the very lifeblood 
is a market milk contract, a source at which they can market their 
milk. Without such a contract they must fail financially. These 
ranches out here have such a contract. They are hard to acquire and 
are difficult to retain, and once they are retained they are high priced. 
These affected ranches have a contract through their cooperative asso- 
ciation to market all of the milk with the Challenge Creamery. They 
value it; they have had it for years. They must not lose it, and yet 
they will inevitably lose it if they must move to other locations, be- 
cause the distributors such as Challenge will not pick up their milk 
from suppliers except on their established routes. So if the displaced 
ranches in this instance are compelled to move out of this milkshed 
to an inconvenient location, they would inevitably lose those con- 
tracts which have tremendous value to them. 

Now my people whom I represent have been characterized by some 
of the enthusiastic proponents of this idea as being selfish obstruction- 
ists who refuse to consider the best interests of the greatest number. 
And perhaps there is a degree of selfishness to it, but I would ask you 
to put yourselves in their place, and I speak from my own knowledge, 
not from reports. As I said before, the individual families whom I 
represent have owned their ranches for at least two, and in some 
instances, three generations. They have pioneered the ranching there. 
The generation who are presently operating these ranches were edu- 
cated and trained by their fathers to do so, some of them with college 
educations in our agricultural institutions. They in turn are in the 
pepeses of educating their children and raining them along the same 

ine. And I again state from my own knowledge that in at least one 
instance a young man has just completed his course in an agricultural 
college and has finished his military service, is married, and his plans 
ave eten to take over the ranch operation gradually. 

Now in three generations, to my knowledge, not one of the children 
of these families has deviated from these ranches. Whereas the trend 
of our young people has been away from agriculture, to the cities and 
to the greener pastures, the easier pursuits, more profitable pursuits, 
each of these children for three generations has been willing to 
stay because they have an industr ea and a holding of which they 
have been proud and because they have something to come to. 

Now if my people are selfish, it is because they realize that they 
are not only going to lose their businesses and their homes and their 
families, but their children are going to be displaced; they are going 
to have to start anew; they are going to have to be reeducated to go 
out and work as hired hands, and so forth. 

Apparently the Park Service has recognized and are sympathetic— 
I really do believe they are sympathetic with these problems, and I 
think most people are, including advocates of this park—and so the 
suggestion has been made that there would be a leaseback arrange- 
ment, or they would acquire in the ranching areas only a scenic ease- 
ment rather than fee title. 
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That is interesting but a bit confusing to my people until we 
know more about it, the terms and the conditions of the leases and the 
like. I am particularly confused by this that in the question-and- 
answer data which the Park Service has placed outside the door, on 
page 5, it is stated that they will take 53,000 acres. Of this total, 
32,000 acres would be included in the public use area exclusively for 
the national seashore; the remainder of 21,000 acres, consistin 
—— of dairy land, and it is proposed that they would be leas 

ack to the ranches for the continuance of that type of land use. 
And it has been so represented here. 

But in the very next page, page 6, paragraph 12, it is stated: 

Approximately 21,000 acres of the dairy ranches are included within the 
maximum exterior boundaries of the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore. 
Of this total, about 11,500 acres might be acquired for the public-use area and the 
dairy industry continued there. 

So I gather that what is really suggested is there will only be 10,000 
acres available for leaseback, and as they are delineated on some of 
these charts and exhibits, I find that the area available for possible 
leaseback will not include any portion of the Nunes ranches or of the 
Mendoza two ranches, and will include only a part of the Kehoe 
Ranch. But in any event, a leaseback arrangement, I can assure you, 
would be wholly unacceptable to my clients, and for reasons which 
will be obvious if you will compare lease-operated ranches with 
operator-owned ranches. 

The comparison speaks for itself. Dairy ranching today is not a 
hit-and-miss thing. It is necessary that in order to keep pace with 
sanitary requirements and health laws, and with the even more rigid 
requirements of the distributor, that they must keep their quality and 
their quantity up. They must develop grass; they must sow the land; 
they must develop permanent pastures for year-round feeding so the 
production in the dry months will be almost equal to what it 1s in the 
wet months; they must develop water in order to irrigate those per- 
manent pastures ; they must put in sanitary installations—for example, 
the old sanitary milk barn is now being converted into what they call 
a milking parlor with mechanical equipment so that the human hand 
never touches the milk, it is never exposed. It is taken from the cow, 
conveyed to a cooler where it is refrigerated, placed in storage tanks, 
and then hauled without it ever being touched. 

Currently, and within the past week, a client of mine—not in this 
area—has been required to spend $19,000 to convert from copper to 
stainless steel milk coolers and storage tanks at the insistence of his 
distributor. That same producer has expended at least $200,000 in 
the past 3 years in improvements in his dairy ranch necessary in order 
to meet the health requirements and the standards and competition. 

Now, obviously no dairy rancher can invest that kind of money in 
a leasehold, particularly a leasehold which this question-and-answer 
data indicates would be for 10 years. What prvernents dairy rancher 
can afford to keep his dairy ranch up to those standards when his 
security is limited to a 10-year lease? He can’t amortize his invest- 
ment and he cannot recover. So the result is the leasehold ranch, 
and you will find it, if you look into it personally, is a pathetic thing. 
The ranches are not maintained ; the fields are not fertilized or sowed ; 
they don’t maintain sanitary standards; they can’t sell whole milk, so 
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they sell their milk for manufacturing purposes at a reduced price, 
and it is only a matter of time until they are out of business. 

I submit to you my people are not going to engage in that type of 
milk operation, and I don’t think the Park Service would want it, 
because certainly it is not consistent with their idea that the beauty 
of the countryside, its pastoral splendor, will be retained; because 
there is no pastoral splendor under a leased operation. 

Now, my people feel their voice is very small when confronted with 
all of this presentation by professionally trained recreation people, 
but they must go on record, as they are going on record, as being 
opposed to this project. They have lived in the area and they love it, 
but they also see its faults. They know its climatic conditions, its 
dangerous currents, its steep cliffs; and they have some very sincere 
doubts that the numbers of people are going to patronize it for recrea- 
tion purposes that the euthusiastic exponents have said will happen. 

I heard one of the proponents of this say that in a few years it 
will be comparable to Yosemite National Park. I personally believe 
that is laughable. 

In any event, as I said before, my people, some of them have con- 
flicting ideas in this regard. Some of them recognize the fact that 
there are beautiful and secluded beaches and protected beaches along 
that coastline which should be preserved for public use, and they 
would not oppose that. They would go along wholeheartedly with 
the acquisition of chosen and selected areas. But they are inevitably 
opposed, as I said before, to this grab of the entire peninsula which 
will put them out of business and displace their families. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Bagshaw. What do you think would 
be your clients’ attitude toward the proposal of the scenic easement 
wherein they would keep their ranches? 

Mr. Baesuaw. We would like to know more about the terms and 
conditions that are proposed under a scenic easement. I suppose un- 
der the terms my people would be precluded from building a shed or 
an outhouse or anything else without submitting architectural plans 
and specifications and getting permission. They might be for it and 
they may not be. We would like to know what the terms would be. 

My people are also concerned that if this recreational area is to 
enjoy the patronage which the advocates say it will, it is going to be 
rather difficult to conduct a dairy operation there because in this 
neighborhood up here, this vicinity, dairy ranching must rely upon 
grazing. There is not sufficient water to irrigate the pastures, so 
they must rely upon grazing. And while a great many of the people, 
I think the majority of the people who go out into the rural areas for 
recreation are well behaved and respect the property of others, there 
are a great many who do not. 

It has been their experience that a great many of these recreation 
seekers will leave gates open and let the cattle get out; they will tear 
down fences; build bonfires; strew the landscape with cans and broken 
eae’ they will set brush and grass fires; pursue and harass the 
cattle. 

I had an incident, a personal experience. I came through that just 
north of Point Reyes along the Marshall area just within the past 
month. I observed a car parked at the side of the road, two young 
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girls standing alongside the car and two young men in the process of 
climbing over the fence into the sheep pasture where there were a 
flock of sheep and lambs. Through my rearview mirror I saw the 
young men charge into the flock of sheep, so I pulled around the 
corner out of sight and walked back in time to see the young men each 
climbing over the fence and carrying a cute little lamb which they 
presented with great pride to their girl friends. They all proceeded 
to get into their car and drive away. I told them to return the lambs 
and they insisted that all they were doing was trying to find a cute 
little pet. 

But that is so typical of so many people who go out in the rural 
areas for recreation. And my people are frankly concerned that if 
the anticipations of the recreation people are to be realized and this 
area is to receive the attention and the patronage that they hope, that 
it will soon become impossible to ranch there under any circumstances. 

But we would be interested. We would like to convey to you our 
willingness to scrutinize with an open mind any specific proposal 
which is forthcoming, but we would like more details. 

Senator Enerz. Mr. Bagshaw, have you ever been to the Grand 
Tetons? 

Mr. Bacsuaw. I have never been there. 

Senator Enere. Can you think of any park that was ever estab- 
lished or any national monument, where a congressional committee 
having the responsibility of deciding the question, wouldn’t face pre- 
cisely the same arguments that you have made from local landowners? 

Mr. BacsHaw. Well, yes, I believe I can because—mind you, my 
experience has been limited—most of the national parks I have gone 
to have been composed of scenically grand areas which are scenically 
grand and nothing else. They are not agricultural areas that would 
support dairy ranching such as this. I would assume that the owners 
of those lands would be delighted to get a market for the lands, to get 
a purchaser. 

Senator Eneie. You should have heard the owners in the Grand 
Tetons. 

Mr. Baesuaw. Well, as I say, I have no familiarity with that. I 
don’t know what kind of land it is, what its utilization is. 

Senator Enertz. We went through it by the year. They weren’t 
dairy owners—and I have great respect for these landowners and 
their problems, but we have never had a park where we didn’t have 
this. We had it on Yosemite. You would agree that Yosemite is a 
great area 

Mr. Baesuaw. Beautiful; gorgeous. 

Senator Enerr. We had to authorize the condemnation of prop- 
erties in that area. And we have these painful requirements that 
occur in the public interest. Now the question is, of course, whether 
or not there is a public interest. You can challenge the basic park 
characteristics of this area, and I think you are on the point. 

Mr. Bacsuaw. Senator, I have acted for agencies which have con- 
demned property more than once. I believe in the necessity of con- 
demnation for the greater public good, but I think it should be used 
sparingly. It should be used only where you are well satisfied that 
the public necessities outweigh the private rights. 
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Senator Enaix. Let me say this to you, that if I was convinced that 
this was not a park area, I wouldn’t be for this bill; and if I get con- 
vinced, I will not be for it either. But if I am convinced that this 
is a legitimate park area and in the national interest ought to be 
preserved for future generations, then I assert that the local owner- 
ship has to give way to the general public interest. There is no 
question about it and that’s the point that has to be decided. 

So what I am saying is that the argument is not whether or not it 
hurts these people. We are going to try to compensate them as best 
we can for whatever loss they suffer, and they ought to be put in status 
quo just as these local governments ought to be; and they ought to be 
made whole if there is any possible way to do it. But if the public 
interest demands that over the long haul we, as a Congress, ought to 
do this, then we are going to do it, and we are going to try to make 
these people whole. But if you can prove to us that this is not a park 
area—now Mr. Hertz was here aaa. he said the tides were bad, the 
winds would blow you off, the beaches were no good, and the forests 
were impenetrable and filled with bramble bushes and berry vines 
that will scratch you, and it’s no good for a park area. That’s the 
argument I’d like to hear. If I can be convinced this is not a park 
area, I am not for it. 

But if it has the attributes all these conservationists say it has, in- 
cluding the State of California and Federal Government agencies, I 
am not going to substitute my judgment for theirs in that instance. 

In that case your clients are going to have to face up to the fact 
that we have a responsibility to the general public, and in that event 
we would like to know what we can do to make your clients whole and 
we would like to do that. 

Mr. Bacsuaw. Well, Senator, I doubt if this thing goes through 
that it will be possible to make my clients whole, because as I said 
before, it is going to be hard to reeducate them to prepare them for 
some other occupations. But I completely agree with you that if the 
public good justifies it, they will have to suffer individual hardships. 

On the other hand, I urge upon you that the power of eminent 
domain, which is contrary to the concepts of our Bill of Rights and 
exists only because in the Bill of Rights no property will i taken 
for any purpose without just compensation, I urge that you be well 
satisfied that the public need is for 35,000 acres rather than for some- 
thing smaller, that you are not carried away by idealists—and I don’t 
condemn idealists necessarily—but this presentation on behalf of the 
proponents has been made by people who are steeped in recreation. 
It is their lifework, their occupation, just as my people work at dairy 
ranching. They are not likely to damn it or condemn it or belittle it. 
. ask you simply to take those things into consideration with an 

open mind. As [I said before, my people recognize the beauty of this 
area. I have hunted it and fished it for years. I know it abounds 
in game and it is a hunter’s paradise, but all too often, myself and my 
group have had to lay around in the hunting season for the fog to 
dispel because we couldn’t see the things we were going to shoot at. 

Senator Enete. One last point, Mr. Bagshaw. My father one time 
ran a dairy ranch, and I have great sympathy for dairy ranchers. 

Senator Moss. I had the same experience. 

I was concerned about one thing, Mr. Bagshaw. As we flew over 
this area yesterday we found a large part of it that had been cut off. 
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The trees had all been cut up and the fires were burning up the hill- 
side. They were quite bare and I was quite concerned to see that 
going on. I wondered what the position of the ranch people would 
be in this situation. 

Mr. Baesuaw. The people whom I speak for, who are the dairymen, 
so far as I know don’t own any heavy timberlands up there. Some of 
the cattlemen do. I know that a couple of them whom I don’t speak 
for did sell. There is a demand for timber and the lumber industry 
clamor for it all the time. They have moved into Marin County as 
a new source of supply in the past few years, and they have been offer- 
ing some rather attractive prices for growing timber. And I know 
a couple of dairy ranches in that area did sell some timber and they 
have been stopped recently by the State from further logging because 
they haven’t conformed to required practices. 

Mr. Catuacuan. If legislation of this character is passed carrying 
with it the arrangement for leaseback, and if there is a discipliniell.vype 
public visitor to a national park with proper zoning and what not—if 
all these other things were satisfactory with you with a term for a 
leasehold, would that be satisfactory to the people that might benefit 
by the leaseback arrangement ? 

Mr. Bacsuaw. In the first place, if your leaseback arrangement is 
approximately 10,500 acres—and there is the conflict here—I doubt 
that it is going to be of much avail in any event. In the second place, 
any leaseback arrangement would have to be for such a period of time 
as would enable the tenant to make the investments in the property 
necessary to keep pace with the requirements of sanitaton and public 
health and the competitive situation, and still be able to amortize his 
investment at any time and get out within his lease hold. 

Mr. CattacHan. Would you be satisfied if the initial lease term 
were to coincide with the amortization afforded you by the Federal 
Government on a tax basis? 

Mr. Bacsuaw. Yes, that would be fine, but you are assuming these 
investment would be made in 1 year and would amortize over a period 
of a certain given number of years. But these are a constant invest- 
ment. Everything must be brought up and revised each year. 

Mr. CatiaeHan. Considering all these contingencies, have you 
thought what term would be satisfactory to you? 

Mr. Bacsuaw. No, I have not. I looked through the questions and 
answers from the Park Service, and I saw that they were suggesting 
10 years. I knew that was out of the question. 

weno Moss. With an option to renew, would that make a differ- 
ence ? 

Mr. BacsHaw. With an option to renew might be helpful. I say 
that these are subjects which would have to be gone into. AsI under- 
stand it, this proposal to lease back or take only scenic easements has 
been very recent. I heard of it within the past few days. I may be 
wrong. Isay I only heard of it within the past few days. 

Mr. Catxiacnan. I have given Mr. McCarthy a statement by RCA 
and Mr. McCarthy has had an opportunity to read it. And I just 
wonder if after reading it, you would still characterize the position of 
that company the same as you said. 

Mr. McCarruy. Yes. I would be glad to go over it in detail with 
you if the time is given to us. I talked to the man who wrote the 
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letter on the telephone a week ago today, and in my opinion, RCA 
feels that this is a real threat to their vital communication link. 

Mr. Catiacuan. I would just say the way I characterize the posi- 
tion of RCA is that it don’t say it is against this proposition at all. 
I don’t see that that is contained in the statement at all. It does con- 
tain at the end of a suggestion that a measure under consideration be 
amended so that there could be no acquisition of their property with- 
out its being agreeable to it. I, too, have talked to its general counsel 
in New York, and he has told me that he has discussed this whole 
question with the Park Service people. RCA is satisfied it could 
continue to operate with the type of protection that the Park Service 
has indicated it is willing to afford at this installation. 

I do think it is unfair to say, as you did, Mr. McCarthy, that RCA is 
against this bill. 

Mr. McCartuy. Now you are making a lot of statements. I guess 
I will have to take the time to go over some of them with you. It 
seems to me when you have a document before you the committee will 
take this document and read it and go over it. Secondly, I can tell 
you my opinion after reading that, that RCA has said in one specific 
sentence that if any land is taken between their receiving set and the 
ocean, that their receiving set will be hurt. It will be hurt because of 
noise. 

I also believe they quote at length from the recent military aspect 
and another bill before Congress that showed the vital military links, 
that one of the weaknesses of our present military setup is communi- 
cations, and any injury to communications hurts the military. I will 
admit that in his final statement that the one opposition, his final 
opposition, is that they are opposed to any of their land being taken. 
I agree that that is the final sentence. If you will read the four or 
five pages though, you will find out what they say before that. 

Why are they opposed? They said they chose this area because it 
is a very quiet area. That a quiet area is necessary to receive com- 
munications. They pointed out that some come from as far away as 
Australia and New Zealand. They picked this area and put into it 
several million dollars because of the quietness. If automobiles and 
people are brought into it, then it is going to damage their facilities. 
They say all of that. Their conclusion is, I agree with you, don’t 
take any of our property, or don’t take any property of ours between 
the beach and our facility. 

Mr. Catitacuan. Mr. McCarthy, this statement does speak for itself. 
It does in four pages describe the character of its activity. I can only 
repeat the assurance that I have received from its general counsel 
based upon its discussion with the Park Service. It feels that with 
with proper guarantees that it can continue to function there as it is 
now presently doin 

Mr. McCarruy. All I can say is that he did not tell me that. On 
the contrary he said, “I am sending a report,” and there is the report; 
and in my opinion what he told you or told me doesn’t make any dif- 
ference to this committee. This committee is going to accept what 
the report says. 

Senator Moss. That RCA communication and also that of the 
American Telephone and Telegraph Co. on this subject will be placed 
in the record at this point. 
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(The letters referred to follow :) 


New YorK, N.Y., April 8, 1960. 
Hon. Frank E. Moss, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Moss: We would greatly appreciate having this statement in- 
cluded in the record of the hearings at which you are to preside in Kentfield 
April 14, 1960, on the bill, S. 2428, to establish the Point Reyes National Seashore 
Park in the State of California. The bill would authorize the Secretary of the 
Interior to acquire up to 35,000 acres of land, as designated by the Secretary 
on the Point Reyes Peninsula, to carry out the purposes of the bill. 

RCA Communications, Inc., an international telegraph common carrier, is 
concerned with the bill because its transpacific radio receiving facilities are 
located in an area comprising 1,474 acres of land on the Point Reyes Peninsula. 
These facilities consist of extensive radio receiving equipment, numerous direc- 
tive antennas, and other facilities necessary in the furnishing of international 
communications services between the United States and other countries through- 
out Asia and Australasia. These operations are conducted pursuant to licenses 
issued by the Federal Communications Commission. 

Through its Point Reyes receiving facilities, RCA provides international tele- 
graph message services, leased radio channel or private line services, telex cus- 
tomer-to-customer services, broadcast program transmission, and radiophoto 
services. The nature and extent of RCA’s international communications opera- 
tions and services are described more fully in the enclosed brochure entitled ‘The 
Worldwide Services of RCA Communications, Inc.” We are enclosing this 
brochure as an aid in visualizing the importance in the public interest of the 
Point Reyes station. As the map on the brochure’ shows, San Francisco is the 
Pacific gateway for all international telegraph traffic handled by RCA. The 
Point Reyes station serves this gateway and is the only long-distance radio 
receiving station maintained by RCA on the west coast. RCA’s facilities are 
used extensively by the U.S. Department of Defense, by other government de- 
partments, and by the general public throughout the United States. 

Point Reyes was originally selected for RCA’s Pacific coast receiving facilities 
because of its freedom from manmade interference and its proximity to the 
Pacific Ocean. Freedom from interference is essential in the operation of inter- - 
national communications systems. Devices such as motor vehicle ignition sys- 
tems and other apparatus which radiate sharp impulses create false and inter- 
fering signals resulting in the garbling of telegraph messages or the printing of 
errors in letters and characters of messages handled by radio transmission. In- 
terference by false signals generated locally creates particularly serious problems 
with respect to the reception of long-distance communications. Radio signals 
transmitted from such far away countries as Australia, New Zealand, the Philip- 
pines, Okinawa, and Japan are relatively weak signals when received at Point 
Reyes. These weaker signals can be easily interfered with by locally generated 
false signals. 

Accordingly, when the proposal now before your committee received public 
notice, we advised the National Park Service of the harmful effects of interfer- 
ence with international communications services. We pointed out that the estab- 
lishment of the proposed Point Reyes Park would be bound to create increased 
motor vehicle traffic in the area and other sources of interference to radio recep- 
tion at RCA’s Point Reyes radio station. It was explained that the entire land 
area of the radio station is essential for antennas and other structures and as a 
protective screen for the radio receiving operations. With respect to the fact 
that this radio station is adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, it was noted that the 
stations’ receiving antennas are directed across the Pacific Ocean and that man- 
made interference should not exist between these antennas and the Pacific 
Ocean. We were particularly concerned with the taking of any area for the park 
along the Pacific Ocean directly astride the path of incoming international radio 
transmissions from Far East countries. 

The National Park Service was most cooperative in considering this matter. 
However, following a survey by its staff, we were advised by letter of December 
19, 1958, that an ocean strip of RCA’s Point Reyes station would nonetheless be 
included in the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore Park. 


° Filed with the committee. 
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Though we believe it to be self-evident that the public interest requires the 
maintenance of rapid and efficient international radio communications services 
for the purposes of the national defense and for the general public welfare, your 
attention is invited to recent testimony before another Senate committee with 
respect to military needs for adequate international commercial communications 
in the future. During hearings in 1959 before the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, U.S. Senate, with respect to proposed international telegraph 
merger legislation, Col. W. W. Bailey, Chief, Communications Systems Division, 
USAF, testified on behalf of the Department of Defense that “the military is 
extremely desirous of an assured availability of adequate international com- 
mercial communications in the future.” Colonel Bailey added: 

“The Department of Defense is on the threshold of a new era in communica- 
tions. Military communications are lagging weapon system development and 
threaten to become a limiting factor in warfare. The effectiveness of our military 
deterrent forces can be measured in terms of a capability to react instantaneously 
to enemy actions. Improvements in the.art of warfare, particularly the develop- 
ment of intercontinental ballistic missiles, are making a reaction time in the order 
of 15 minutes or less mandatory. 

“Inasmuch as point-to-point communications is one of the prime factors in quick 
reaction capability, no effort is Po spared to improve and modernize point-to- 
point communications. 

oe * * * + bo 7” 


“In summary it can be stated that a stronger, more modern, flexible, and eco- 
nomically healthy international telegraph and marine carrier system is necessary 
to meet current and future military communications requirements. * * *”? 

We desire to emphasize that it is not the purpose of this letter to make recom- 
mendations generally with respect to the proposed Point Reyes Park. The ques- 
tion involves additional interests and other persons who are better qualified to 
testify on the larger overall issue. However, we invite your committee’s par- 
ticular attention to the special problem of protecting the international communi- 
eations provided by RCA through its Point Reyes station, and we urge that no 
authority be granted to acquire property that is used for international communi- 
cations operations. It does not appear that any need has been shown to exist 
to acquire part of the property used in connection with international communi- 
cations services for the Point Reyes Park. An appropriate balancing of the 
interests involved clearly indicates that property used for such vital public 
services should remain undisturbed. 

We therefore recommend that the bill S. 2428 be amended by addding at the 
end of subsection (a) of section 3 the following: 

“and no real property used in connection with international communications 
operations authorized by any agency or instrumentality of the United States may 
be acquired for purposes of this act unless the owner agrees to such acquisition.” 

We greatly appreciate the opportunity to submit this statement. If we can be 
of any further assistance in this matter, we shall be pleased to cooperate with 
your committee. 

Respectfully submitted. 

RCA COMMUNICATIONS, ING, 
By THomMpsON H. MITCHELL, President. 


AMERICAN TELEPHONE & TELEGRAPH Co., 
Lone Lines DEPARTMENT, 
i Kansas City, Mo., March 31, 1960. 

RIcHARD CALLAGHAN, 

Staff Director, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CALLAGHAN: This company has been advised of the April 14 Senate 
hearing on the proposed national seashore park to be created on Point Reyes, 
Calif. While this company does not oppose the establishment of the proposed 
park, we feel that it would be helpful to the committee if the nature of the 
company’s activity in the area were made a part of its records. 


® Hearings before the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, U.S. Senate, 86th 
Cong., 1st sess., on “Merger of International Telegraph Carriers,” pp. 168 and 169. 
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This company maintains extensive radio conimunications facilities on the 
Point Reyes Peninsula for use in providing overseas communication services. 
These facilities are located on a company-owned tract of land comprising approx- 
imately 550 acres. In land, building and equipment the installation represents 
an investment of approximately $500,000. In addition to a building housing 
radio equipment, the installation contains 18 rhombic antennas, each with an 
overall length of 600-800 feet, used for overseas communications services and 
several miscellaneous type antennas used for coastal-harbor communication 
services. These facilities are used to provide approximately 40 telephone cir- 
cuits between the United States mainland on the one hand and Guam, Indonesia, 
Okinawa, Singapore, Hong Kong, Honolulu, the Philippines, Vietnam, Formosa, 
Korea, Australia, Japan, New Zealand, and China on the other hand. In addi- 
tion, telephone service is furnished to a number of ships in the Pacific passenger 
service and to the tuna fishing fleet. There are, generally, 14 employees located 
at the installation. 

We are confident that the committee realizes the importance of these over- 
seas communication facilities, both for public use and for communications asso- 
ciated with the national defense. It is apparent that these facilities must be 
afforded ample protection both from physical damage and from transmission 
interference. It may also be necessary, as the need for additional circuits arises, 
to install additional facilities. 

While it has not yet been determined whether or not this company will seek 
permission to participate at the hearing or to submit additional information, it 
is anticipated that a company representatve will attend the hearing. Any addi- 
tional information with reference to the hearing will be sincerely appreciated. 

Very truly yours, 
BH. F. KRAvse. 


Senator Moss. Mr. Giacomini. 


STATEMENT OF WALDO GIACOMINI, PRESIDENT, MARIN COUNTY 
SOIL CONSERVATION DISTRICT 


Mr. Giacomini. Mr, Chairman and ladies and gentlemen, I am not 
an attorney and I don’t get paid for saying this. 

I am a dairyman in West Marin and own approximately 2,000 
acres and milk about 400 cows. I am also president of the Marin 
County Soil Conservation District. 

I am going to talk strictly on the soil conservation district and what 
we represent and what the people of the soil conservation district 
think as far as agricultural lands are concerned in the State of 
California. 

The Marin County Soil Conservation District went on record as 
opposing this park. They passed a motion on Point Reyes; it was 
then adopted and sent to the State convention in Stockton on Janu- 
ary 12, brought to the floor there, discussed there, and unanimously 
a apes to protest the park at our State convention. 

he same resolution was sent to our national convention in Ken- 


tucky sometime in February. It was discussed there on the floor 
and was approved in Kentucky to oppose this national park which is 
now being Eerpoerd in Marin County. 


I would like to give you some of the reasons why we feel this park 
should be Satsonel I have some figures from our soil conservation 
people, and they are figures taken from a survey and inventory not 
too long ago where it shows in 1942 the State of California had 
17% million acres of agricultural land. From 1942 to 1955 there 
were approximately 900,000 acres of agricultural land taken off the 
market. From 1955 to 1960 they did not give me any figures, but 
taking the averages of the past it would be approximately another 
half million acres taken off the market. 
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The same committee which is composed of top people who have 
made the survey, from your State agriculture, from your top busi- 
ness people who are very much worried and concerned about all this 
agricultural area going into subdivisions and freeways and whatever 
else they take the lands for, estimated that from 1960 to 1975 there 
would be another 2 million acres taken off our agricultural lands; 
and that leaves 314 million acres taken off of our agricultural lands 
in 33 years. That is 20 percent of the agricultural lands of the State 
of California. 

Marin County from 1942 to 1956 has lost approximately 7,000 
acres of good agricultural land. Gentlemen, how long can we stand 
this? 

California is one of our leading agricultural States of the Nation. 
We produce fruits and vegetables for the whole United States. It 
is shipped out of here. We don’t have to be a college graduate—just 
a school kid can figure that 150 years from now at the rate California 
is growing we won't have any agricultural lands. 

I believe that taking this approximately. 23,000 acres out of this 
proposed area which we have in West Marin is something that we do 
not need. I think those are very valuable lands out there, some of the 
best dairy lands in the State of California. They are not only dairy 
lands, but the best pea crops, the best artichoke crops before the war, 
and there may be a time when we will have to go back there and raise 
those crops again. 

You can’t stop growth. You can’t stop people from moving into 
California. The lands are being taken over. All your good fertile 
valleys are being taken over and they are making subdivisions out of 
them. Where is this going to stop? I don’t know, and I don’t think 
anybody else knows. 

Our honorable Governor at our dinner meeting in Stockton spoke 
on these agricultural lands that are being used up, and he was worried 
and concerned. He also said something has to be done to protect our 
agricultural lands, or in the near future we will not have any more 
agricultural lands. 

I ama believer in recreation. I like to hunt and fish. I believe that 
we can have our recreation, but we also must preserve and take care 
of our agricultural lands, and I feel this 23,000 acres that you are en- 
deavoring to take in West Marin is not essential; and once it is gone, 
when it gets in the hands of the Government you can say what you 
want, it is gone. You may lease it back, but the only reason why you 
are taking it is that someday you are going to need it. 

As far as cattle and people, they do not mix. I won’t go into that. 
You don’t mix cows and people. If you do, you have to move your 
dairy ranches next to your city, and you have to pay for your feed 
and your milk becomes more costly. You can milk 500 cows in 10 
acres, but then you do not use that good grass that the fog keeps green 
all summer and aifords us to produce milk cheaper. If we are going 
to have to corral-feed we might as well move our whole operation next 
to the city like they do in Los Angeles. 

As I said before, I think we can have both. We can have our 
recreation, but I think we should take care of our agricultural lands. 
If we don’t, we are going to sit back here some day and wonder where 
all our good fruits and vegetables went that we enjoyed, and our 
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children, too, are going to wonder what happened to our fathers that 
they didn’t take care of it. 

You talk about taking care of your recreational area, what is more 
important, recreation or food ? 

Congressman Miller, I believe you were at a meeting in Point Reyes 
some months back, and I think you were asked how were people going 
to pay for this area out here. And I think you said people are going 
to have to get used to having two or three televisions and no recreation 
or cut down on your cars and televisions and have recreation. I think 
we should think a little bit on the side of food. Do we want our food 
on the table, or do we want to send our children out in the yard to 
play when dinnertime comes? I think we should think of those things 
rather than worry too much about our recreation. Our time is getting 
short. 

I have a resolution which I will now read. It isa resolution passed 
by our soil conservation district opposing the park: 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas the National Park Service is endeavoring to obtain 55,000 acres of 
important agricultural land on the Point Reyes Peninsula for a national park 
and seashore recreation area ; and 

Whereas the Point Reyes Peninsula area sought to be taken has been a large 
producer of high quality dairy products for more than 75 years; has sizable 
sheep and beef cattle ranches; thriving oyster and fisheries operations; RCA 
Communications Inc; American Telephone & Telegraph Co., the two most im- 
portant trans-Pacific communications facilities in the West; and 

Whereas the income, payrolls, expenditures, and taxes resulting from these 
activities on the Point Reyes Peninsula are of vital concern not only to the 
principals but to adjacent communities and to the county of Marin; and 

Whereas the proposed public park is of questionable recreational value; and 

Whereas four leading Marin County civic, governmental, and agricultural 
organizations, notably the Marin County Board of Supervisors, the Marin Coast 
Chamber of Commerce, the Marin County Farm Bureau, and the Marin County 
Soil Conservation District, have gone on record as opposing the establishment 
of a national park and seashore recreational area on the Point Reyes Peninsula: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this organization opposes the taking of the land at Point 
Reyes, Marin County, for a national park and protests the actions of the Na- 
tional Park Service in seeking to divert this valuable agricultural acreage to 
public park land and questions the wisdom of any proposal which would remove 
from productivity one of the prime dairy areas in northern California and 
seriously impair the economy of the community. 


Senator Moss. One question I wanted to ask you, sir. You spoke of 
the way the subdivisions were encroaching on our agricultural land 
and taking them over in various areas of California and other parts 
of the United States. Is there any assurance that the subdivisions 
won’t be encroaching on Point Reyes within a very short time? 

Mr. Gracomrint. I have no assurance of that. Unfortunately, I 
only went to the eighth grade. I milk cows. I can’t think that far 
ahead. I think the people who represent our country should look 
into that. It is so very important. 

Senator Moss. Hasn’t there already been some land purchases made 
recently for the purpose of bringing subdivisions down onto the point 
and building residences there? 

Mr. Giacomini. I don’t think you can stop that, but the minute you 
take 23,000 acres, there is another 23,000 acres. There should be some 
way to preserve these agricultural lands that we are all very much 
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interested in. It is a little deeper than I could tell you, I can’t give 
you the answer. 

Senator Moss. If the Government purchases the land and owns it 
and consequently no subdivision comes in, it can be kept at least in its 
natural state; but if it remains as now and subdividers come in and 
a lot of houses are built on it, then it is gone, isn’t it, as an agricul- 
tural area 4 

Mr. Giacomini. Well, I can only answer that in my small way. If 
the Government buys that land under another bill, under another form 
of Government rather, and preserves it for agriculture, then we ma 
have it. But as long as they are going to buy it for parks I don't 
care—eventually it is going to be for parks. There may be other ways 
for Government to step in and protect our land, but I don’t think it 
should be under the same bill as parks. 

Representative Miter. Mr. Giacomini, was it suggested at the 
State Soil Conservation District Association meeting or at the na- 
tional meeting that there might be a leaseback of either some or a 
substantial amount of this land so they could take that in considera- 
tion in voting on this proposal, this resolution ? 

Mr. Giacomini. At the time that we had our convention meeting 
we knew nothing of what was going to happen. All we knew was 
they were proposing to take the 53,000 acres. I don’t think that came 
out until the last few weeks. We had no idea. All we knew was a 
proposal to take 53,000 acres. 

Representative Mruter. You will recall you make reference to my 
meeting with the ranchers in West Marin last year. And at that 
time I specifically said on several different occasions that I would 
certainly stoutly defend the right of the ranchers to live and be on that 
ground in some way or another, either by leaseback or by an easement 
or by some other means. I said that on a number of occasions. And 
I said I would maintain that position, that the ranchers have every 
right to exist on that land as long as they want to remain in the dairy- 
ing business. Do you recall that? 

Mr. Giacomini. I wasn’t at that meeting, Mr. Miller. I couldn’t 
make it. I have read so many articles in the papers. Sometimes the 
papers twist things around a little bit, so I am not too sure just what 
happened. 

Representative Mitter. I am not:trying to argue with you. Do you 
recall the letter I wrote to you following the action of the soil con- 
servation district ? 

Mr. Giacomini. I recall your letter, but I was kind of a little bit 
perturbed—I don’t know if I even read it to tell you the truth. 

Representative Mirter. Mr. Chairman, there has been considerable 
interest displayed during these hearings on leaseback or scenic ease- 
ments for the ranch area of the proposed Point Reyes Park. There 
has been objection that feassbadkt would not be satisfactory because 
the short duration of the lease would jeopardize the capital investment. 

I have had the privilege of observing arrangements which have 
been made in other national parks where this procedure has been fol- 
lowed, and it is found to be very satisfactory. I have talked to local 
residents at Cape Hatteras, the only national seashore recreation area 
presently in existence, where it is employed to great advantage, There 
would seem to be no objection to a 18- or 20-year lease with a renewal 
clause that would protect the capital investment of the lessee. 
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Turning now to the matter of easements, scenic or otherwise, there 
is excellent material on this score in a new publication, “Securing Open 
Space for Urban America,” by the Urban Land Institute, Technical 
Bulletin No. 36, December 1959, published in Washington, D.C. I 
append here as exhibits some of the very pertinent sections of this 
publication which is excellent in its entirety. 

(The exhibits referred to follow :) 


THE COSTS TO THE PUBLIC 


The matter of total costs is closely related to the public purpose; quite 
naturally, in the public reaction to such a program, two questions will frequently 
be asked: (1) What will be the direct costs to the public of development rights 
purchase? (2) How much will it cost the community in reduced taxes? (A 
third question, how the costs can be apportioned between the various govern- 
mental levels, will be discussed later.) 

The question of direct costs, of course, will depend upon the size of condem- 
nation awards, number of gifts, and such considerations, spoken of previously. 
We must assume that, on the average, the per acreage costs will not be excessive, 
for otherwise there would be no further point in discussing the program. Even if 
we err on the conservative side, however, and assume that the acreage costs will 
be considerable, it need not follow that the total cost will be uneconomic. 

In an open space plan, only a relatively small portion of the total area will be 
subject to development rights purchase; the idea is to secure the rights for the 
key areas which, though only a fraction of the total, tend to set the character 
of the whole. Chester County, Pa., for example, covers 760 square miles, yet 
the core of the Brandywine Valley could be encompassed by securing easements 
to acreage totaling roughly 12 square miles. In almost every county on the edge 
of the metropolitan area there are similar points of leverage, the physical 
features which make up the framework of the area’s beauty often take as little 
as 5 percent of the total. 

Let us assume, for the moment, that the price per acre would range from 
nothing, thanks to gifts, to $300 an acre and average out to $50 an acre. The 
cost would come to $32,000 a square mile or a total of about $400,000. This 
figure, to repeat, is entirely hypothetical. Time is critical; if the waiting period 
is long, costs can mount geometrically. But the order of magnitude we are 
talking about depends on what other things cost too; even if the cost of secur- 
ing our 12 miles were $800,000, and it could turn out to be considerably lower or 
higher, it would compare very favorably with the present cost of only one super- 
highway interchange. 

It should also be noted that such a program does not, like a highway project, 
require a certain minimum expenditure to be effective; initially, the program 
will cost what we want to spend on it, and it may be that a fairly modest sum 
can get the thing rolling. First things first: If there’s only so much money ayail- 
able, it can be concentrated in particular areas that the people feel should get 
priority, and in a cumulative process other areas can be picked up subsequently. 
By the same token, there is nothing in the world to prevent the public from en- 
larging its concept of the areas that should be saved. 

Some people object that so much land might be conserved that not only would 
the community have to pay too much but that no room would be left for housing. 
The argument is rather unrealistic. By every rule of thumb for open space 
needs we are so far behind that the problem of getting too big a proportion can 
be tabled for quite some time. For the Baltimore area, to cite an example, the 
Baltimore Regional Planning Council proposed these standards: Per 1,000 
of population, 4 acres for neighborhood parks and playgrounds; 10 acres for 
urban parks; 10 acres for regional and State parks. For open space it proposed 
33 acres and noted that this standard might have to be raised; much of the 
open space people assumed would remain is held by institutions, many of which 
might soon sell and move away. 

The question of what it will cost the community in loss of taxes is not, 
strictly speaking, a fair question, but it is one that certainly is going to be 
asked. For this reason it is vital that there be commenced a continuing eval- 
uation of the economic importance of open space reservation in the area. Such 
an evaluation would be helpful not only from the standpoint of establishing such 
a program in the first instance, but also in the valuation process involving the 
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acquisition of the development rights. If, for example, it could be demonstrated 
that proximity to an extensive open space reservation would make residence or 
recreation facilities more desirable there,’ it might be possible to acquire ease- 
ments at a lower figure than might be possible without such a demonstration. 

The kind of economic approach here contemplated is similar to the one being 
used in connection with expressway development, identified in technical circles 
as highway economic impact research. 

A similar study was made some time back in connection with parks.? The 
Union County Park Commission (New Jersey) reported a 631.7 percent increase 
in assessed valuations on properties adjacent to Warinanco Park, for the 17-year 
period from 1922 to 19389. This was nearly 14 times the average increase of 
46.4 percent for the entire city during the same period. A similarly spectacular 
increase is reported for Elizabeth, N.J., adjacent to the park, where property 
assessed in 1922 at $703,155 rose to $5,144,980 in 1939. The study also cites 
Washington, D.C., as an illustration: 

“In 1937 the increase in real estate values which could be attributed to the 
parks of Washington, D.C., was $339,300,000. The tax rate was $1.50 per $100, 
and the taxes collected on these values were $5,090,000. During the previous 
10 years the maximum annual expense for park maintenance and operation 
was a little over $2 million and the average annual expenditure for these 
purposes was a little over $1,500,000. Therefore, if the tax returns produced 
by the parks were to be expended in the park system, there would be a fund 
of $2,500,000 to $3 million which could be expended:each year for the expansion 
and development of parks, and, as the system grows, the values produced will 
be even larger.” ’ 

One has reason to hope that study will demonstrate that an intelligently 
planned open space program will not hurt the community’s tax base. It is 
true that the landowners who have given up their rights should not be taxed 
at the going market value for surrounding land available for development, but 
let it be noted that, if they don’t pay the higher rate, it is because they will 
not saddle the community with the demand for new services. Balancing costs 
and receipts, the community will have just as good a deal with the open space 
landowners as it will from the owners of land given over to development— 
and to new roads and new schools. This is a point that should not be too 
difficult to demonstrate; as many a resident is very much aware, the kind of 
hit-or-miss development that is now taking place requires more in services 
than it pays in taxes. Nor is the land “frozen” at its current value simply 
because it cannot be developed; as noted earlier, it seems highly likely that 
much of the land in such areas will greatly increase in value because of the 
supply and demand situation for the remaining “estate” land. 

This is not to slight the many finaricial questions that such a program will 
pose. If it can be demonstrated that an open space program improves the 
value of the surrounding land, for example, we will have the rather interesting 
question to resolve of whether or not the community should not require some 
quid pro quo from developers for the unearned increment of the value of their 
land because of its proximity to an open space reservation. Current thinking 
about land values in highway programs suggests that the community could assert 
a right to recapture some of its investment in the open space program. 


PURPOSE OF INTERESTS AND RIGHTS IN REAL PROPERTY 
(State of California) 


CHAPTER 1658, STATUTES, 1959 


AN ACT To add Chapter 12 (commencing at Section 6950) to Division 7 of Title 1 of the 
Government Code, relating to the purchase of interests in real property by counties and 
cities and to the preservation of open spaces and areas for public use and enjoyment 


The people of the State of California do enact as follows: 
Section 1. Chapter 12 (commencing at Section 6950) is added to Division 7 
of Title 1 of the Government Code, to read: 


2 Stuart Walsh, of Industrial Planning Associates, points out that private industry well 
knows the advantage of adjacent open areas. “The owners of a number of extensive 
properties we know about are reserving large areas for parks and open spaces in their 
development plans—not because they are nature lovers but because they are profit seekers. 

@ The Planners’ Journal, October-December 1939, “‘The Effect of Parks Upon Land and 
Real Estate Values,” by Charles Herrick, p. 89 et seq. 
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CHAPTER 12. PURCHASE OF INTERESTS AND RIGHTS IN REAT. PROPERTY 


6950. It is the intent of the Legislature in enacting this chapter to provide a 
means whereby any county or city may acquire, by purchase, gift, grant, 
bequest, devise, lease or otherwise, and through the expenditure of public funds, 
the fee or any lesser interest or right in real property in order to preserve, 
through limitation of their future use, open spaces and areas for public use 
and enjoyment. 

6951. The Legislature finds that the rapid growth and spread of urban develop- 
ment is encroaching upon, or eliminating, many open areas and spaces of varied 
size and character, including many having significant scenic or esthetic values, 
which areas and spaces if preserved and maintained in their present open 
state would constitute important physical, social, esthetic or economic assets 
to existing or impending urban and metropolitan development. 

6952. The Legislature hereby declares that it is necessary for sound and 
proper urban and metropolitan development, and in the publie interest of the 
people of this State for any county or city to expend or advance public funds 
for, or to accept by, purchase, gift, grant, bequest, devise, lease or otherwise, 
the fee or any lesser interest or right in real property to acquire, maintain, 
improve, protect, limit the future use of or otherwise conserve open spaces and 
areas within their respective jurisdictions. 

6953. The Legislature further declares that the acquisition of interests or 
rights in real property for the preservation of open spaces and areas constitutes 
a public purpose for which public funds may be expended or advanced, and that 
any county or city may acquire, by purchase, gift, grant, bequest, devise, lease 
or otherwise, the fee or any lesser interest, development right, easement, covenant 
or other contractual right necessary to achieve the purposes of this chapter. Any 
county or city may also acquire the fee to any property for the purpose of convey- 
ing or leasing said property back to its original owner or other person under 
such covenants or other contractual arrangements as will limit the future use 
of the property in accordance with the purposes of this chapter. 

6954. For the purposes of this chapter an “open space” or “open area’? is any 
space or area characterized by (1) great natural scenic beauty or (2) whose 
existing openness, natural condition, or present state of use, if retained, would 
enhance the present or potential value of abuting or surrounding urban develop- 
ment, or would maintain or enhance the conservation of natural or scenic 
resources. 

The following ruling by legislative counsel of the State of California is so im- 
portant that it is reproduced here verbatim. This ruling so buttresses what 
might seem otherwise to be only a hope. It relates to the point made earlier in 
this report that an easement would protect an owner from having his land taxed 
as its subdivision potential. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 

OFFICE OF LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, 

Sacramento, Calif., October 15, 1959. 
“Scenic View” Property—No. 674. 
Hon. FRep S. Farr, 
Carmel, Calif. 

DEAR SENATOR FARR: 
QUESTION 


You ask whether the State or local governmental agencies may acquire “scenic 
view” property and lease it back to the person from whom it was acquired on an 
assignable lease basis, with a provision that the lease is terminable if any 
attempt is made to use the property for any purpose other than farming that 
will not impair the view. 

OPINION AND ANALYSIS 


We are unaware of any provision in the law under which the State may 
acquire “scenic view” property. 

Such property may, however, be acquired by counties and cities (Stats. 1959, 
Ch. 1658; Senate Bill No. 1461 of the 1959 Session; Gov. C. Secs. 6950-6954). 
Furthermore, the law contains this provision (Gov. C. Sec. 6953) : 

“* * * Any county or city may also acquire the fee to any property for the 
purpose of conveying or leasing said property back to its original owner or other 
person under such covenants or other contractual arrangements as will limit 
the future use of the property in accordance with the purposes of this chapter” 
(i.e., the chapter containing Gov. C. Secs. 6950-6954). 
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We believe that this provision authorizes a county or city to acquire ‘‘scenic 
view” property and lease it back to the person from whom it was acquired on 
an assignable lease basis, subject to the condition that the lease is to terminate 
if any attempt is made to use the property for any purpose other than farming 
that will not impair the view. 

Very truly yours, 
RALPH N. KLeEps, 
Legislative Counsel. 
By J. GouLp, 
Deputy Legislative Counsel. 


SceNIc EASEMENT DEED* 
(State of California) 


y , 19__, by and between 
as grantors and State of California, grantee. 


Witnesseth : 

Whereas the said grantors are the owners in fee of the real property, herein- 
after described, situate in Tuolumne County, Calif., in the town of Columbia, and 
within the boundaries of the proposed Town of Columbia State Park; and 

Whereas the said State of California owns certain real property adjoining 
the said property of the said grantors, or adjacent thereto, which property con- 
stitutes a portion of Town of Columbia State Park, and which park is a part 
of the State park system of the State of California; and 

Whereas the State Park Commission of California has determined that the 
greatest use and benefit to be derived from said State park by the people of the 
State of California is through the maintenance and preservation of said State 
park and the surrounding area in its present natural state of scenic and historical 
attractiveness; and 

Whereas the said land of said grantors likewise has certain attractive scenic 
features; and 

Whereas it has been determined by the said State Park Commission of Cali- 
fornia that the preservation and conservation of the scenic and historical area 
adjacent to lands owned by the State in the park and the securing, by the State, 
of a scenic easement, over, across and upon the said lands of the said grantors, 
is necessary to the extension and development of said State park system; and 

Whereas the said grantors are willing for the consideration hereinafter named, 
to grant to the State of California the scenic use as hereinafter expressed of their 
said land and thereby the protection to the present scenic attractiveness of said 
area which will result in the restricted use and enjoyment by the grantors of 
their said property because of the imposition of the conditions in connection 
therewith hereinafter expressed ; 

Now, therefore, for and in consideration of the premises and the sum of $1 to 
the grantors in hand paid, the receipt whereof is hereby acknowledged, said 
grantors do hereby grant and convey unto the State of California, an estate, 
interest and scenic easement in said real estate of said grantors, of the nature 
and character and to the extent hereinafter expressed to be and to constitute a 
servitude upon said real estate of the grantors, which estate, interest, easement 
and servitude will result from the restrictions hereby imposed upon the use of 
said property of said grantors, and to that end and for the purpose of accom- 
plishing the intent of the parties hereto said grantors convenant on behalf of 
themselves, their heirs, successors and assigns, with the said grantee, its suc- 
cessors and assigns to do and refrain from doing, severally and collectively, upon 
the grantor’s said property, the various acts hereinafter mentioned it being 
hereby agreed and expressed that the doing and the refraining from said acts, 
and each thereof, upon said property is and will be for the benefit of the said 
State park hereinbefore mentioned, of the State of California, and will help 
preserve the town of Columbia as a historic site. 

The restrictions hereby imposed upon the use of said property of the grantors, 
and the acts which said grantors so convenant to do and refrain from doing 
upon their said propery in connection therewith are and shall be as follows: 

1. That no structures of any kind will be placed or erected upon said described 
premises until application therefor, with plans and specifications of such struc- 


2 Approved as to form by Attorney General, Oct. 28, 1946. 
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tures, together with a statement of the purpose for which the structure will be 
used, has been filed with and written approval obtained from the said State 
park commission ; 

2. That no advertising of any kind or nature shall be located on or within 
said property without written approval being first obtained from the State park 
commission ; 

3. That no painting or exterior surfacing which, in the opinion and judg- 
ment of the said State park commission, are inharmonius with the landscape 
and general surroundings, shall be used on the exterior of any structures now 
located on such property, or which may, as hereinbefore provided be constructed 
thereon : 

4. That no structural changes or additions shall be made to any of the 
buildings on said property until an application therefor has been made to and 
written approval thereof obtained from said State park commission ; 

5. That all. new plantings by the grantors shall be confined to native plants 
characteristic of the Columbia State Park region, except flowers, vegetables, 
berries, fruit trees and farm crops; 

6. That the general topography of the landscape shall be maintained in its 
present condition and that no excavation or topographic changes shall be made 
without the written approval of the State park commission ; 

7. That no use of said described property, which, in the opinion and judgment 
of said State partk commission, will or does materially alter the landscape or 
other attractive scenic features of said land, or will be inconsistent with State 
park rules and regulations, or with the proper operation of a State park, other 
than those specified above shall be done or suffered without the written consent 
of the said State park commission. 

8. The land of the grantors, hereinabove referred to and to which the pro- 
visions of this instrument apply, is situated in the county of Tuolumne, State of 
California, and is particularly described as follows, to wit: 

Excepting and reserving to the grantor: 

(a) The right to maintain all of the buildings now existing and if all or any 
of them shall be destroyed or damaged by fire, storm, or other casualty, to restore 
the same in conformity with the design and type of building of the historic period 
which the State park has been established to commemorate; the plans to be 
submitted and approved by the State park commission as provided in para- 
graph 1 hereof ; 

(bo) Nothing in this instrument shall be construed to affect the right of the 
grantors to construct on said premises wells, cistern, cellars, and spetic tanks 
necessary to the maintenance of the property now being constructed or may 
hereafter be approved for construction by the State park commission. 

(c) If at any time the State of California shall abandon the Town of Columbia 
State Park, then on the happening of such event all the rights and privileges and 
easements by this instrument granted and given to the State shall cease and de- 
termine to the same effect as though this instrument had never been executed 
by the grantors. 

To have and to hold unto the said State of California, its successors and 
assigns forever. This grant shall be binding upon the heirs and assigns of the 
said grantors and shall constitute a servitude upon the above-described land. 

In witness whereof the grantors have hereunto set their hands the day and 
year in this instrument first above mentioned. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
County of, 


, 19___, before me, 
in and for said county, duly commissioned, personally appeared 


known to me to be the person 
to the foregoing instrument, and acknowledged to me that ~___ he -___ executed 
the same. 

Witness my hand and official seal: 


, 


State of California. 


Be it resolved, That Newton B. Drury and Everett BE. Powell be, and they 
are each hereby, authorized to accept in writing deeds or grants conveying to 
the State of California, as grantee, real estate or any interest therein, or ease- 
ments thereon, the purchase of which is authorized by the State park commis- 


55881—60——_12 
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sion and thereby consent, for and on behalf of said grantee, to the recordation 
thereof in accordance with the provisions of section 27281 of the Government 
Code of the State of California. 

I hereby certify the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the resolution 
— by the California State Park Commission at its meeting held August 30, 


7 


Executive Secretary. 


In accordance with the foregoing resolution, I, the undersigned, hereby accept 
the conveyance hereto attached from to the State of 
California 


Representative Mirter. Mr. Chairman, I also feel there should be 
some indication of the extent of need for recreation areas in the 
United States. There has been information about the advisability 
of developing what we have now, and acquiring additional land some- 
time in the future. The stark fact is that if we wait at all to acquire, 
there will be no land available in the future. 

In a series of fine studies, Marion Clawson has indicated the extent 
of the need for local, regional, and national recreation areas. 

By the year 2000, Mr. Clawson indicates our need for local areas 
will expand 4 times; for intermediate or regional areas 16 times; 
and for national areas 40 times. Yet at the present we are scarcely 
holding our own. I wish to include here an excerpt from Mr. Claw- 
son’s excellent articles in the American Forestry Journal for March 
1959. 

(The excerpt follows :) 


[Excerpt from American Forestry Journal, March 1959] 


As for establishing at least a rough measure of the potential demand for out- 
door recreation over the next four decades, a more roundabout method than 
extending trend lines seems to be more trustworthy. Let us examine the 
four factors that appear to be the main components of total demand. 

1. Population: There will be about twice as many people in the United 
States in the year 2000 as there were in 1950. This is, of course, not a flat 
prediction; projecting future birth rates is a tricky business, and experts in 
the business have been very cagey since nearly all of them were caught flat- 
footed by the upsurge in births during and after the last war. On the other 
hand, the prospect of a doubled population is much more than an educated 
guess. The figure already has risen from 151 million in 1950 to 175 million in 
1958. Many of the people who will make up the population in the year 2000 
already have been born, and the stork still is working overtime. It is reason- 
able to expect a national population of 240 million in 1980 and 310 million in 
2000. We know, too, that an even larger proportion of the future population 
will be city people who will have to look to specialized areas for getting 
outdoors. 

2. Buying power: People will have more money to spend—perhaps twice as 
much per person in 2000 as in 1950. This will greatly stimulate use of recre- 
ation areas, especially when admission is free or at nominal rates. Vacation 
travel costs are a large consideration here; so are costs of equipment for camp- 
ing, hunting, fishing, boating, etc. Income after taxes averaged about $1,600 
per person in 1956. <A reasonable estimate for the year 2000 is in the neighbor- 
hood of $3,600. 

3. Lesisure: People will have more time for outdoor recreation. The average 
number of hours worked per week has been dropping steadily, from around 70 
in 1850 to around 40 in 1950. Part of the reduction has come through shorter 
working days, part through shorter working weeks, part through more general 
adoption of paid vacations. The 8-hour day, 5-day week is by now nearly stand- 
ard, and its relation to the great rise in all kinds of outdoor recreation is 
obvious. The future prospect is for still shorter working days and weeks, and 
for longer and more widespread paid vacations. A reasonable estimate for 
the year 2000 may well be an average workweek of about 28 hours. 
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4. Mobility: People will travel more. In 1900, when steam and electric 
railroads were the chief forms of transportation (together with the horse, 
which had not yet himself become a rather expensive form of recreation), the 
average traveler covered about 500 miles a year. Today, with the airplane 
and the family automobile, the yearly average has risen to about 5,000 miles. 
Although part of the growth represents a great increase in commuting, there 
still is a large gain left over for leisure travel. A reasonable estimate for the 
year 2000 is an average of about 9,000 miles a year for each traveler. In addi- 
tion, there will be an increase in mobility due to psychological causes which are 
impossible to measure, but nonetheless important. As a people we are less and 
less likely to stay in one place all of our lives. Opportunity for outdoor recre- 
ation will increasingly be an inducement for moving and for travel. 

All four of these forces are pushing in the same direction, and all reinforce 
each other. To get some idea of the total effect, we need to multiply rather than 
to add. Twice as many people, twice as much income per person, 1.5 times as 
much leisure, and nearly twice as much travel comes out to roughly 10 times as 
much demand for outdoor recreation in the year 2000 as in 1950. The word 
“roughly” is used advisedly. We don’t know that the estimates for 2000 will 
turn out as projected ; we don’t know exactly how they will act upon each other. 
The total increase in recreational demand might be as small as 5 times or as great 
as 15 times. But a tenfold increase seems the best single figure. There is 
another important qualification : The projection we have just made is for demand 
and thus is an index of potentiality rather than a prediction of how much outdoor 
recreation there actually will be at the start of the next century. The potential 
will not be realized unless there are more recreation areas and facilities than 
exist today. The past 40 years’ growth in outdoor recreation could not have 
taken place if the areas and facilities of 1956 had been no better than those of 
1916. 

What would a tenfold increase in the demand for outdoor recreation mean? 
There are such great differences in the types of recreation land and their uses 
that an estimate merely of total demand does not tell us much. But if we make 
a very simple breakdown into three categories, the picture begins to grow clearer. 

One of these categories we might call user-oriented recreation areas, whose 
most important characteristic is accessibility. Whatever the facilities are— 
children’s playgrounds, tennis courts, golf links, swimming pools, or just green . 
space for strolling and picnicking—they must be located close to the people who 
use them. Such areas do not have to possess any original beauty or other unique 
natural qualities. Trees and grass can be grown, playing fields laid out, pools 
and artificial lakes created, on very ordinary kinds of land. Practically all of 
the user-oriented classification consists of city and county parks. 

At the other extreme are the resource-based recreation areas. With them it is 
the natural qualities that are important ; nearness to users counts for little. The 
people who do happen to live nearby may use them as they would use city parks 
after hours or on weekends, but the great majority come from considerable dis- 
tances during their vacations. The average visitor to Grand Canyon National 
Park, for instance, makes his stop there as part of a 3,000-mile round-trip journey. 
Most of the resource-based areas have been chosen as outstanding examples of 
natural beauty, whether of mountain, lake, forest, or desert. Others are unique 
as historical or scientific sites. The principal areas in this category are the 
national park system and the national forests. 

In between the two extremes are some important recreation areas that are 
best described as intermediate. These are relatively easy to get to—no more 
than a couple of hours’ driving for most users, and usually less. Scenic beauty 
and other natural advantages are desirable, but not all important; the aim is 
to get the best facilities that are available without sacrifice of accessibility. If 
necessary, quite ordinary land can be made into attractive and useful inter- 
mediate recreation areas. All-day outings are the most common form of use, 
although some people stay overnight and a few spend whole vacations there. 
Boating, swimming, hiking, picnicking, and fishing are among the most common 
activities. State parks and the reservoir areas of the TVA system and the Corps 
of Engineers are the principal lands in this category. 

There are overlaps, of course, among the three classifications. A few of the 
larger and wilder State parks spill over into the resource-based category, an 
occasional county park may be more of an intermediate than user-based variety, 
and soon. But for the most part the three main categories have quite distinctive 
qualities of use, size, and degree of artificial improvements. 
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Now let us try to see what a tenfold increase in demand for all outdoor recrea- 
tion might mean for each of the three types of area. The estimates that follow, 
I should point out in advance, are strictly unofficial. I have worked them out 
myself on the basis of the figures that are available to anyone, with much painful 
cogitation on how the statistics and projections might best be interpreted. In 
recent months I have tried out my conclusions on a number of Federal and State 
specialists in outdoor recreation. Some of these experts, I must confess, have 
been startled, especially at first, by the size of my estimates, but thus far no one 
has blown them out of the water. One man with whom I talked recently said 
that his estimates were quite a bit lower than mine—but then conceded freely 
that his past calculations of that kind had always turned out to be far too low. 

Demand for user-oriented recreation would be likely, I believe, to be four 
times as large in the year 2000 as in 1950. Larger urban population and more 
leisure time are the two factors that will make for an increase here. Higher 
incomes and greater travel will be of little importance, in fact, both might tend 
to divert seekers of outdoor recreation to places farther from home. 

A much greater increase seems likely in the potential demand for intermediate 
recreation areas—perhaps as much as 16 times. Rises in average income and 
annual travel should both tend to stimulate interest in these areas. 

The greatest increases in demand are likely to arise for the resource-based 
recreation lands. Lack of time and money still keeps many families from trips 
to distant national parks and forests. With higher family incomes and longer 
vacations, the potential demand in the year 2000 may well be 40 times what it 
has been in the recent past. If this demand were met it would result in an annual 
use of the resource-based areas about two-thirds as great as the astronomical 
figures we arrived at (and rejected) earlier by extending the present trend lines. 

Let me repeat that all of these projections are extremely rough. It is not 
only that we can’t predict the future; there is still much that we don’t know 
about what is going on today. It is safer to think in ranges. Even so, the 
estimates we have arrived at point rather conclusively to what may well be a 
coming crisis in outdoor recreation. 

The prospects for the future suggest many problems: How much additional 
land should be acquired for public recreation areas? How much would it cost? 
How can intelligent use of private facilities alleviate some of the pressure? 
What can be done to protect recreational values, particularly in wilderness 
areas, that already are threatened by overuse? These and other issues that 
will have to be dealt with in one way or another will be examined in a second 
article next month. 


Mr. McCarruy. I almost feel like I should have to say something 
to top that, but I know better. 

Mr. Chairman, there has been the question asked here by one of the 
men very seriously concerned, one of our own group, as to suitability 
of the area, at least from someone other than the proponents of this 
proposition. We do want to acquaint you briefly as to the facts as 
we see them concerning suitability. . 

I would like to introduce Mr. Roderick Martinelli, who is repre- 
senting several of the ranch families. He is an attorney and he is 
here to present to you a discussion on the suitability of this area. Mr. 


Martinelli. 
STATEMENT OF RODERICK MARTINELLI 


Mr. Martinetui. Thank you, Mr. McCarthy. Mr. Chairman and 
members of the committee, at the outset permit me to say that, like 
Mr. Bagshaw and Mr. McCarthy, I am an attorney representing 
clients. Like Mr. Bagshaw, I have no fee arrangement definitely set 
with my clients so I would have to object to filing the same with the 
committee for the public record. 

I would also say, in addition, that along with appearing here as 
an attorney, I am appearing here as an interested property owner to 
some extent. I was born and raised in the county. My mother and 
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father ahead of me and their fathers and mothers ahead of them. I 
have spent many years on the Point Reyes area and am a property 
owner inland that, fortunately from my own selfish point of view is 
not involved, but directly south in the Bolinas area. We own two 
ranch properties there, one of which does have a mile of seacoast on 
the ocean, and on the other which is extremely close to the park, only 
inland. So I am familiar with the area, with its climate, with its 
capabilities, with its probabilities. 

o speak first of all, and before getting down to the topic which 
Mr. McCarthy announced, I am here initially representing some ranch 
families that have been clients of mine and my fathers and grand- 
fathers. They have lived and maintained ranches on the coast for 
many years. They are two brothers and a sister, Mr. Domingo Grossi, 
Mr. Al Grossi, and Mrs. Grossi Rogers. In addition, there is Mr. 
James McClure, Mr. John McClure, and Mr. David McClure. Now 
these families—each person I have mentioned operates an individual 
ranch, John and David McClure have a beef operation and the other 
parties have a dairy-cattle operation. They are all situated, I would 
say, generally northerly of the Point Reyes lighthouse road, which 
I presume you were on yesterday. That would be on the northerly 
end of the park. It is in the area shown as light green here (indi- 
cating map), but the extreme northern end of it. 

Combined, they have 500 head of beef cattle and they have 1,550 
head of dairy cattle. Naturally, there is a selfish motive. They like 
the property. They have been there for a long time, and their fathers 
before them taught them as they are teaching their children, and in 
some cases the children are running the ranches. However, they ad- 
mit, as I also admit, there are certain parcels of this Point Reyes - 
Peninsula that I think are very well adapted to public use and public 
park acquisition. 

There are perhaps also, and I am speaking now for myself, cer- 
tain wooded areas that would likewise be adaptable to park and public 
park purposes, but certainly not the entire 53,000 acres, and certainly 
the area that my clients are specifically involved in as the area I have 
described. If you saw it yesterday, it is the land that would be classi- 
fied as dunes. That is what I would call it, rolling hills, brush, no tim- 
ber, desolate, more like the moors of Scotland, perhaps. That in my 
mind is not truly park land. Some of the beaches, yes. 

Now to get down to the specific suitability and the terrain and fea- 
tures of the property. As I said a moment ago, there are some parts 
of the Point Reyes area that are adaptable, but then you come down 
to the point that there are many many that are not. One very impor- 
tant factor, and this I speak of and I am using a few words quoted 
from personal knowledge and in addition from authorities, to quote 
Mr. Wirth, who spoke this morning, “Indeed the property has a 
unique cool and moist climate.” I would concur in that 100 percent. 
I would like to quote for you from the “United States Coast Pilot,” the 
1959 edition, which is a publication of our U.S. Government, at page 
103. I quote: 


Point Reyes is often spoken of as being the actual center of the heaviest and 
most frequent fogs of the Pacific coast. The sun’s rays sometimes fail to pene- 
trate for 3 or even 4 weeks at a time. Point Reyes is close to the lowest mid- 
Summer temperature of any observation station in the United States. 
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In this, I certainly concur from personal knowledge. I spend the 
summers in Bolinas, which is just down the peninsula from this park, 
and frequently we have a full month of no sun. This is from the 
“United States Coast Pilot,” a publication put out by the Department 
of Interior, Senator Engle, but for the benefit of the mariners on the 
Pacific coast. 

An additional quotation from the same book : 

Over a 20-year average, 2,304 hours per year is the period which, as an aver- 
age, the foghorn is blowing on the Point Reyes Lighthouse point. 

That is approximately 100 solid days. Certainly it is not solid 
days, but roughly one-third of the year the foghorn is blowing. That 
is only done when the fog is down and heavy. 

An additional comment upon the fog, and here again I would like 
to quote. Dr. Horace Robert Byers, a former Chief of the Air Mass 
Analysis Section of the U.S. Weather Bureau, stated in a book he 
wrote entitled “Synoptic and Aeronautic Meteorological Book” : 

The number of days in which visibility has been reduced to less than 1,000 
feet is greatest near Nantucket Island off Massachusetts. The Point Reyes area 
is second. California is second in importance to certain parts of the outer 
coast of New England. The maximum days when visibility is reduced: to 1,000 
feet or less is at Nantucket Island, Mass. Point Reyes Lighthouse in Califor- 
nia has 60 percent more days with dense fogs, but it is not for a comparison be- 
cause it is on a 500-foot rock. There is no such high point on the New England 
coast. However, fog at that height has a greater practical significance for aero- 
nautics because of the character of the coast which causes fog to be in contact 
with the ground except in one or two places. Even so, about one-half of the fogs 
are also dense on the surface of the sea. 

Here again, as I alluded to a moment ago, from personal experience, 
and I believe there are some others in the room that would attest to 
this, the area is beautiful in many, many aspects, I will grant that, but 
in the best time of the year when people with leisure time are going 
to be in the park is when about 80 percent of this heavy fog is con- 
centrated there. That is the Point Reyes Peninsula. 

Another item out there is that of wind. Again to quote from Dr. 
Byers: 

The average wind velocity at Point Reyes is in June, July, and August on a 
round-the-clock basis is 23.1 miles, which is by far the highest average of any 
weather bureau stationed anywhere except ‘those on mountain peaks. 

Now this is from the publications of our own departments, gentle- 
men. It shows there is indeed an extreme wind condition. To quote 


Mr. Wirth: 


A unique cool and moist climate condition. 


Are these conducive to the point where they are going to bring these 
2,400,000 people per year average into the area? I doubt it. I doubt 
if it would bring one-half of the people in. 

To go further, the question of swimming. Fortunately, at Bolinas 
and Stinson Beach, on the southern end, there are some good swim- 
ming beaches. There is one at Muir Beach. Beyond that there are 
very very few beaches going north that are available for enjoyment and 
swimming. I do not mean the beach cannot be used for hiking and 
whatever else, but for swimming there are very few. Most of the 
beaches in the purposed seashore area are treacherous. They cannot 
be used for swimming. We have had many drownings there. In 
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fact, quite a few years ago, unfortunately some very skilled men were 
drowned. They are still buried on the Point for land given for that 
purpose. 

Just last week a young boy drowned, and another was saved a few 
days later. There are very few beaches. Rex Bay area has two or 
three beaches that are good for swimming, not the best, but they are 
good. But most of them have severe undertows, severe rip tides, and 
they fall off extremely fast from the beach. An unwary swimmer 
would be caught, and many have drowned because of this. 

Another factor on the swimming is that many of the beaches are 
like little pockets. They are surrounded by cliffs. It would be prac- 
tically impossible to have them policed by life guards as opposed to 
Stinson Beach, where they are able to drive on it and keep it life 
guarded well. Here there are many small beaches. The unwary 
swimmer could have disaster in many many cases. 

Additionally, and I think this again, scenically it is beautiful along 
the coast itself, but there are many many steep precipitous cliffs. It 
is extremely difficult, if not impossible in many cases, to climb down 
those to the beach. 

I therefore, in conclusion would say this: That granted there are 
certain areas in this 53,000-acre parcel that would be well adapted 
and well situated for parks but not by any means the entire 53,000 
acres, not the entire parcel, but rather separate and well-picked areas 
for swimming and things of that type. 

One final statement, as far as camping, I did not allude to it, but 
it was alluded to this morning. I think you can realize with the fog 
and wind we have, conditions of that type, camping is not going to 
be engaged in to any great extent by anyone. It is not now except 
in a few cases, and it will not be, whether it is park or whatever. 

I would respectfully request when you get down to your final hear- 
ings and before you make any move that you request further studies 
in the area to pick out those areas that would be well adapted and 
proper for public use, but certainly not the entire area. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Martinelli. I think you would think 
certain parts could be taken here. Would they be parcels separated 
from one another or would they be tied together someway ? 

Mr. Martinetut. I have not gone into a complete study on this, 
but I would say there are some fairly large parcels connected. This 
would be speaking more for the beach areas. Certainly, there would 
be one or two isolated ones that would have no use between that parcel 
and the adjacent parcel down the way. 

Senator Moss. How would your idea fit with this proposal of scenic 
easement over a lot of the adjacent property ? 

Mr. Martrnetut. There again, if I knew what a scenic easement 
was and exactly what it was going to impose upon the property owners 
in the areas, what benefits, what restrictions they would have, I would 
then be able to speak on that properly. 

Senator Moss. Basically, a scenic easement would be a limitation 
on the property owner that he couldn’t change the type of use to which 
his land was put. If he is a dairy farmer there now, he would have 
to continue as a dairy farmer if the easement were granted. Of 
course, he would receive compensation for giving the easement but 
having given the easement, he couldn’t change the type of use of his 
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land. And so that would have the effect of cutting off changes such 
as subdivisions coming in or commercial ventures of any sort. 

Mr. Martinetu. The only question I would raise in that case 
would be this: If the property owner had a scenic easement imposed 
and something happened that his milk contract was terminated— 
suppose he had a tremendous abundance of milk, which I think is 
impossible, but suppose it did happen to the point where he had to 
go out of business—what then could the land be used for at that 
stage ¢ 

aS Moss. As long as the easement was in effect, the only use 
would be what was covered by that easement. 

Mr. Martrnetui. So at any future date, he might own some land 
but it can be put to no other use then ? 

Senator Eneie. We could write the easement that it would be for 
the present use of the property unless otherwise agreed to by the 
Park Service in order to maintain the general regime of the area. 
I can’t anticipate that with the property which Mr. Martinelli has 
referred to. The Park Service would want to maintain the unique 
aspects of this area. Now it can be maintained in other ways, I sup- 
pose. For instance, you could run beef cattle or something else. I 
guess that wouldn’t change it greatly. But in any case, if that kind 
of right was taken, that is a genuine limitation upon a man’s freedom 
of the use of his property, and it is necessarily subject to compensa- 
tion. I will admit that the compensation is hard to evaluate. That is 
where your problem lies. 

But if I had a piece of property out there and running a dairy 
and somebody said, we want you to agree to run a dairy on this 
property in perpetuity and never change it, I would scratch my head 
a little while to find out what that easement was worth. I might 
ask for the value of the ranch, and then if anything happened, I 
would be ahead anyway. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Martinelli. 

Mr. McCarrny. You have heard me talk previously concerning 
this subject of parks in California and Government lands in Cali- 
fornia and we should wish at this time to present more detailed in- 
formation in that regard. So I wish to introduce to you a man who 
will speak concerning this subject of parks in California and Marin 
County and his name is Mr. Richard Grant. He is a resident of In- 
verness. He is by background a public relations man and he did 
work part-time for the West Marin Property Owners’ Association. 
Mr. Grant. 

STATEMENT BY RICHARD GRANT 


Mr. Grant. Mr. Chairman, Senator Engle and Congressman Miller, 
Mr. Callaghan, as Bryan McCarthy told you, I have been acting on 
a part-time basis as a one-man task force in research. Sitting here 
today, my small efforts have corresponded fairly well with what the 

ark team dug up. I wandered over into the enemy camp, this “The 
N ational Park Story in Pictures” to find out what was happening in 
California. 

We have been generously endowed with parks in California. Brief- 
ly, there are 29 national parks, of which 1 of these is out of the coun- 
try in the Virgin Islands. The 28 parks are concentrated in the 23 
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States; 27 of our States, having no national parks whatsoever, in- 
cluding such States as New Hampshire, Vermont, New York, Georgia, 
Alabama, Mississippi, Ohio, Kansas, Indiana, Wisconsin, and a few 
others. The parks are pretty well concentrated in the West. 

There are six States which have more than a million acres in na- 
tional parks and they are Wyoming, California, Florida, Washington, 
Montana—five States. And second from the top is California. Of 
the 23 States that have parks, 6 of them have more than 1 park. 
Washington, Wyoming, Montana, and Colorado each have two parks. 
California has four. We have done real well with the national parks. 
We don’t need another one. 

From the California State park situation, again this area comes out 
very well. They own 610,000 acres of State parks in California. 
One of them, a monstrosity of desert and mountain wasteland, is in 
San Diego County and consists of 450,000 acres or about 78 percent 
of all our State park land. But when you forget that big one and 
look at the counties that have the most parks and the most area, you 
find Humboldt County with 33,000 acres, Riverside with 31,000 acres, 
Del Norte with 15,000 acres, Santa Cruz with 13,000 acres and Marin 
County, the fourth smallest, with 8,000 acres. If we do get that 
Golden Gate Park which has been variously estimated from 35 to 
about 80 parent of that will be on the Marin side and will put our 
State park acreage up to around 11,000 acres. 

Of the 58 counties in California, 29 of them have more than a mil- 
lion acres. Ten of those have no parks, but Marin with 300,000 acres 
has five. Of the counties with 75,000 acres, four of these have no 
parks. In other words, out of all our 58 counties, about 22 of them 
have no parks at all. Marin County, the fourth smallest in the 
State, ranks sixth or seventh to the total park acreage and is in sixth 
place in the number of parks. 

I ust want to get that on the record, Mr. Chairman. It does seem 
we have been generously endowed. 

Senator Moss. Do you think that is a misfortune or a good fortune? 

Mr. Grant. I think it is misfortune. I think that maybe the Na- 
tional Park Service ought to behave better and treat those other 27 no- 
park States a little more kindly. And also, I would like to see the 
State Department go down into San Bernardino, for example, with 
12,800,000 acres. ‘They have 80 acres in State parks. Los Angeles, 
with over 214 million people, have 2,000 acres of beaches, that’s all. 
We have 8,000. The thing is out of balance terrifically and we have 
suddenly wakened up to find ourselves the playground of the State and 
the Nation. 

You walk into your agricultural land, Mr. Chairman. There is 
about 165,000 acres only of agricultural land in this county. Some 
53,000 acres goes out of that. You have taken approximately one- 
third of the land area, the agricultural area, of Marin County. It’s 
about 32-plus percent, nearly one-third. 

Senator Moss. Well, is it your position that the parks ought to be 
distributed more or less uniformly over the country regardless of 
whether there is anything there or not? There is a cornfield in Illi- 
nois, but I don’t know whether it would be a good park. 

Mr. Grant. I know, but there must be mountains in the East; there 
must be lakes in the East; there must be riverbanks. You wouldn’t 
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sit there, Mr. Chairman, and say those other 27 States have nothing 
to recommend them ? 

Senator Moss. I wouldn’t dare to say that. 

Mr. Grant. That’s a pretty tricky question to throw at me. 

Senator Moss. You may continue; I am sorry to interrupt you. 

Mr. Grant. That’s about all I want on the record. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Grant. 

Mr. McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, you have heard from a spokesman 
or two of some of the ranchers, and although Senator Engle would 
apparently feel, or at least I gathered from his comments, that if the 
ranchers must go, write them off. I can’t subscribe to that theory. 

Senator Eneie. Don’t be putting words in my mouth. 

Mr. McCartuy. You have been putting words in many mouths this 
morning, Mr. Engle, after nearly every speaker: 

Senator Moss. We won’t have any of this bantering back and forth 
in personalities. 

Mr. McCartuy. As I say, whether or not some feel that the ranchers 
are unimportant and that either their land can be taken or that they 
can be dispossed and they can be told to go, I would like to have 
you hear from some ranchers themselves. There are many of them 
here today, but only a few of them we are going to ask to speak to you, 
and the first that I would like to ask to speak to you of those ranchers 
is Mr. Joe Mendoza. 

Mr. Mendoza. 

STATEMENT OF J. H. MENDOZA 


Mr. Menpoza. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, pardon 


me if I seem facetious, but it was rather amusing this morning to hear 
the thanks that were given to our board of supervisors for the fine 
accommodations they gave you and for the fine dinner and a lot of 
thanks going out here this morning. But you forgot to thank the main 
one. You should have thanked the Lord for the fine day you had 
yesterday so you could see Point Reyes from where you were. 

Senator Moss. The good Lord came through again today. I agree, 
He should have been first. 

Mr. Menpoza. There was about a 10-to-1 chance you could get a 
day like that over Point Reyes. Now another thing that is rather 
amusing to me is just the course of events as they have transpired 
today. This morning Point Reyes was a beautiful place. It was just 
full of beautiful trees, the weather beautiful, the wind didn’t blow, 
the fog didn’t dampen it, and it wasn’t hidden away from the human 
eye. It was a beautiful place. This afternoon that is all changed. 
It’s foggy, windy. You know, I have lived in Point Reyes for 41 years 
and that is typical of Point Reyes exactly. It may be clear in the 
morning ; windy, foggy, miserable in the afternoon. 

I have a fine home, a ranch, on Point Reyes, but I don’t use my 
backyard. I wouldn’t dare invite a bunch of friends out there for an 
evening barbeque. Not that I don’t like barbeque. I don’t have a 
swimming pool either. We just don’t have that type of weather in 
Point Reyes. When we want something like that, we have to go some- 
place else. There is no guarantee. Now I know what you saw yes- 
terday. What I am trying to impress is what you saw yesterday isn’t 
typical of Point Reyes. It is beautiful, yes, sir; I love every inch of 
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it out there. When it is nice and clear, it is beautiful, but that isn’t 
the common weather out there. We do have a weather problem. 

When I think of people going out there, it is rather farfetched. 
Now I am not an attorney, and I am not an orator or a good speaker. 
I am a rancher, born and raised on a ranch. But I do think I am a 
down-to-earth good farmer. And I came from a family of such. I 
have a mother here today and I have a nephew here today. We have 
three generations here today that have tried to work on Point Reyes 
and make it a better Point Reyes and make it a Point Reyes that it is 
today on our end. 

When we first came out here, there wasn’t a road out there. There 
wasn’t any P.G. & E. Nobody went to Point Reyes then. Why that 
God-forsaken place out there, nobody wanted it. But through their 
toil, through their hard efforts, their sweat, their hard work, we have 
good roads at Point Reyes today, fair roads. We do have P.G. & E., 
we do have facilities out there. We do have green pastures out there. 
But that’s just not natural that we have those green pastures out there. 

Now I am not an engineer or doctor of science, but I have been a 
farmer out there in that area long enough that I know that if you take 
the dairy cattle or beef cattle off those hills that you won’t have those 
green hills any more, and I can take you out there and prove it to you 
and show it to you. You will have short brush. You won’t have big 
beautiful trees, because they don’t grow out in that penninsula. That 
part I am referring to is the part closest to you out there at that north-~ 
ern stretch all along those dunes (referring to map). Trees don’t 
grow out there—we have a hard time getting a cypress tree to grow 
out there for protection for our ranches. You won’t get trees growing 
out there and you won’t have iris growing out there and you won’t 
have those beautiful green hills. You will just have brush. Brush 
will take it over immediately. Anyone can see the edge of the roads 
are all taken over with brush, just since it was fenced. 

There wasn’t any fences on most of that road 20 years ago. Since 
then it has been taken over by brush. We do have a lot of work with 
pasture out there, cultivating pastures, planting permanent pastures, 
eliminating brush. We have had fertilizing experiments out there, 
where we have fenced off certain parcels of ground to see just what 
different fertilizers would do for the soil. 

So when these people say, “Let’s make a park of Point Reyes, that 
beautiful place, we are going to keep it, preserve it forever,” the only 
reason they like it today is because of the farmer out there, the cattle 
that have kept it green and beautiful as it is today. 

Ihave many, many more things that I could talk about. I could give 
a terrific speech over there sitting in that chair, but unless there are 
some questions, that is all I have to say, other than the fact that we 
have fought hard and worked hard to make that end of the point what 
it is today. And gentlemen, we are going to fight hard to keep it. 

Senator Moss. 'Thank you, Mr. Mendoza. What would your atti- 
tude be on this proposal of a scenic easement to permit the ranchers 
to continue but to be confined just to ranching activities. 

Mr. Menpoza. Well, that is something that it would be impossible 
to answer. Somebody could make a nice, beautiful picture of that, 
and say that here today we are going to give you this or that. I don’t 
want to be critical of Government, but we have had a lot of experience. 
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‘We have had two or three Government installations around our prop- 
erty. We have dealt with many, many Government officials. We have 
‘dealt with some very fine, respectable officials, and their words were 
good and they were sound in their judgment; but we also had the re- 
versal. So how do we know if we can make an arrangement that is 
acceptable today and that will be here tomorow for us? How do we 
know you will be sitting in your chair? Mr. Miller is sitting there 
today, but he is up for election this year. How do we know he is going 
to be in his chair? 

Senator Moss. I can see that you don’t know, but it wouldn’t be based 
on the whim of any person that happens to be serving. It would be 
a covenant entered into by landowner and the Government. The only 
way the covenant could be changed would be if you had both parties 
in agreement. Otherwise, the covenant would continue indefinite. 
Under those circumstances, would that permit the continuance and 
satisfy your objection? 

Mr. Menpoza. I couldn’t say. “No” to that, because I don’t know 
what it would entail, although I certainly couldn’t say “Yes” because 
I don’t know what it entails. I can certainly point a lot of weaknesses 
when you are going to eliminate the farm-owned enterprise to a tenant 
enterprise. That hasn’t been the American way, as you very well 
know. The American way has been always to lessen the tenant farmer 
and to encourage the actual owned-farm operation. We are certainly 
going in reverse here. We wouldn’t have the security. How would 
we know? 

Seantor Moss. On the scenic easement, of course, you would still 
own the property. There wouldn’t be any change. All you would 
give us is your word, us meaning the United States, not to sell off to 
a subdivider or to a commercial enterprise or to some other use of the 
land. You would be bound under this easement to continue its use 
for agricultural purposes, if we had that sort of an arrangement. 
I was trying to find out what your attitude would be toward that, 
whether that would somewhat relieve the objections you have ex- 
pressed. 

Mr. Menpoza. Well, it would certainly depreciate the value of our 
property for our children, would it not ? 

Senator Moss. That is right. You would give up some freedom of 
the use of your land. 

Mr. Mrenpoza. What did we Americans strive for? For our chil- 
dren so they will have security in the future. That is the American 
way of life. 

Senator Moss. If you granted the scenic easement, you would be 
compensated for it. There would have to be an appraisal made of how 

‘much you gave up by limiting the use of your land, and that you did 
give up something, there wouldn’t be any question about that. What- 
ever that amount is, you would receive, of course, for the easement. 
That would be the consideration that would pass. It can be done 
between private individuals just as well as between the Government 
and the individual. That is what we are talking about. 

Mr. Menpoza. That is right, sir. I again want to say that through 
proper negotiations it is possible some easements can be worked out 
on some of that area that is felt is vital and necessary and adaptable, 
because it is limited now. I have lived out there all my life and I 
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like to hunt and fish—don’t think I don’t—and I own a boat and I have 
it anchored in Gray’s Bay, and do you know where it landed up this 
last winter? On the bank over there. Do you know where it is now? 
Over in Sausalito in a protected cove. It is not out in Point Reyes. 
That is Point Reyes. 

Representative Miiter. Mr. Mendoza, do you see any other alterna- 
tives, that is, to the certainty of nonagricultural encroachment that 
Mr. Giacomini spoke of in the Point Reyes area ? 

Mr. Menpoza. I do. In this area we are talking about, this dairy 
area over here, this rolling sand dune area, I do. I don’t think it is 
in the near future. 

Representative Miter. You are speaking now, so the record will 
show, you mean the area out toward the lighthouse ? 

Mr. Menpoza. Correct, and on back toward Tomales Bay. Most 
of that area is exposed to the northwest winds and fogs. I don’t think 
it is anywhere near subdivision. I live out there. I have lived out 
there all my life, as I tried to explain to you. 

Representative Miner. Well, of course, you know when they de- 
velop these areas, the areas adjacent to them rise in value and the 
assessment increases and they find it difficult to maintain the farms and 
ranches on the areas which are adjacent to real estate development. 
You have it in Santa Clara County and other areas of the State; so 
suppose the Drakes Estero and bay in there was developed with real 
estate development, would it not then follow that the areas out toward 
the lighthouse and along the dunes you have referred to would begin 
to rise in their assessed valuation and would make it difficult for you 
to economically engage in dairy ranching? 

Mr. Menpoza. ban not a tax expert. My impression of it is not. 
the same as yours, but I wouldn’t want that to be held against me, 
because again as I say, I am not a tax expert. But I don’t believe 
that the subdivisions in the lower part of this county have caused my 
taxes to increase in west Marin, but of course, again, I am not a tax 
expert, and I would like to be excused. 

epresentative Mier. May I say just one thing, that with 4 mil- 
lion people living in the bay area with almost certain expansion of 
real estate into the hitherto unpopulated areas, I wonder how we are 
going to avoid that. 

Mr. Menpvoza. Mr. Miller, let me ask you a question. You have a 
house in the area ? 

Representative Minter. Yes; I live in that foggy area. I plan to 
get back there in July. 

Mr. Menpoza. There is a big difference now when we talk about 
Inverness. Inverness has two sides of the ridge. Which side are 
youon? Are you on the sheltered part? 

Representative Minter. I am on the Inverness Way, down in the 
sun belt. 

Mr. Menpvoza. Yes; that’s the big difference. The further behind 
the Inverness Ridge on the Inverness side, you have protection. Many 
and many a day when the fog will be right at the top of that ridge. 
As soon as you go up over the hill, the windshield wiper is on and 
away we go. We have lived out there all our lives. We have a large 
ranching operation, and we can overlook those things because that is 
where our businesses are. 
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We have had two or three Government installations around our prop- 
erty. We have dealt with many, many Government officials. We have 
‘dealt with some very fine, respectable officials, and their words were 
good and they were sound in their judgment; but we also had the re- 
versal. So how do we know if we can make an arrangement that is 
acceptable today and that will be here tomorow for us? How do we 
know you will be sitting in your chair? Mr. Miller is sitting there 
today, but he is up for election this year. How do we know he is going 
to be in his chair? 

Senator Moss. I can see that you don’t know, but it wouldn’t be based 
on the whim of any person that happens to be serving. It would be 
a covenant entered into by landowner and the Government. The only 
way the covenant could be changed would be if you had both parties 
in agreement. Otherwise, the covenant would continue indefinite. 
Under those circumstances, would that permit the continuance and 
satisfy your objection? 

Mr. Menpoza. I couldn’t say “No” to that, because I don’t know 
what it would entail, although I certainly couldn’t say “Yes” because 
I don’t know what it entails. I can certainly point a lot of weaknesses 
when you are going to eliminate the farm-owned enterprise to a tenant 
enterprise. That hasn’t been the American way, as you very well 
know. The American way has been always to lessen the tenant farmer 
and to encourage the actual owned-farm operation. We are certainly 
going in reverse here. We wouldn’t have the security. How would 
we know ? 

Seantor Moss. On the scenic easement, of course, you would still 
own the property. There wouldn’t be any change. All you would 
give us is your word, us meaning the United States, not to sell off to 
a subdivider or to a commercial enterprise or to some other use of the 
land. You would be bound under this easement to continue its use 
for agricultural purposes, if we had that sort of an arrangement. 
I was trying to find out what your attitude would be toward that, 
whether that would somewhat relieve the objections you have ex- 
pressed. 

Mr. Menpoza. Well, it would certainly depreciate the value of our 
property for our children, would it not ? 

Senator Moss. That is right. You would give up some freedom of 
the use of your land. 

Mr. Menvoza. What did we Americans strive for? For our chil- 
dren so they will have security in the future. That is the American 
way of life. 

Senator Moss. If you granted the scenic easement, you would be 
compensated for it. There would have to be an appraisal made of how 
* much you gave up by limiting the use of your land, and that you did 
give up something, there wouldn’t be any question about that. What- 
ever that amount is, you would receive, of course, for the easement. 
That would be the consideration that would pass. It can be done 
between private individuals just as well as between the Government 
and the individual. That is what we are talking about. 

Mr. Menpvoza. That is right, sir. I again want to say that through 
proper negotiations it is possible some easements can be worked out 
on some of that area that.is felt is vital and necessary and adaptable, 
because it is limited now. I have lived out there all my life and I 
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like to hunt and fish—don’t think I don’t—and I own a boat and I have 
it anchored in Gray’s Bay, and do you know where it landed up this 
last winter? On the bank over there. Do you know where it is now? 
Over in Sausalito in a protected cove. It is not out in Point Reyes. 
That is Point Reyes. 

Representative Miter. Mr. Mendoza, do you see any other alterna- 
tives, that is, to the certainty of nonagricultural encroachment that 
Mr. Giacomini spoke of in the Point Reyes area ? 

Mr. Menpoza. I do. In this area we are talking about, this dairy 
area over here, this rolling sand dune area, I do. I don’t think it is 
in the near future. 

Representative Mirter. You are speaking now, so the record will 
show, you mean the area out toward the lighthouse ? 

Mr. Menpoza. Correct, and on back toward Tomales Bay. Most 
of that area is exposed to the northwest winds and fogs. I don’t think 
it is anywhere near subdivision. I live out there. I have lived out 
there all my life, as I tried to explain to you. 

Representative Minuer. Well, of course, you know when they de- 
velop these areas, the areas adjacent to them rise in value and the 
assessment increases and they find it difficult to maintain the farms and 
ranches on the areas which are adjacent to real estate development. 
You have it in Santa Clara County and other areas of the State; so 
suppose the Drakes Estero and bay in there was developed with real 
estate development, would it not then follow that the areas out toward 
the lighthouse and along the dunes you have referred to would begin 
to rise in their assessed valuation and would make it difficult for you 
to economically engage in dairy ranching? 

Mr. Menpoza. Son not a tax expert. My impression of it is not. 
the same as yours, but I wouldn’t want that to be held against me, 
‘because again as I say, I am not a tax expert. But I don’t believe 
that the subdivisions in the lower part of this county have caused my 
taxes to increase in west Marin, but of course, again, I am not a tax 
expert, and I would like to be excused. 

epresentative Miter. May I say just one thing, that with 4 mil- 
lion people living in the bay area with almost certain expansion of 
real estate into the hitherto unpopulated areas, I wonder how we are 
going to avoid that. 

Mr. Menpoza. Mr. Miller, let me ask you a question. You have a 
house in the area ? 

Representative Minter. Yes; I live in that foggy area. I plan to 
get back there in July. 

Mr. Menpoza. There is a big difference now when we talk about 
Inverness. Inverness has two sides of the ridge. Which side are 
youon? Are you on the sheltered part? 

ae Muuer. I am on the Inverness Way, down in the 
sun belt. 

Mr. Menpoza. Yes; that’s the big difference. The further behind 
the Inverness Ridge on the Inverness side, you have protection. Many 

_and many a day when the fog will be right at the top of that ridge. 
As soon as you go up over the hill, the windshield wiper is on and 
away we go. We have lived out there all our lives. We have a large 
ranching operation, and we can overlook those things because that is 
where our businesses are. 
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Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Mendoza. I realize -we 
have encroached upon your pene with a number of questions, 
but we are over our time. I wonder if we can quickly wind up this 
part so we can allot our 90 minutes to the other side. 

Mr. McCartuy. We will do our best. Actually about 35 minutes 
of our time has been taken up with questions. 

Senator Moss. And answers, I take it. 

Mr. McCarruy. Yes, that is true. 

I would like to call Mr. Rowland of the Marin County Taxpayers 
Association, who, I believe, will make a statement and file a letter 
report of the Taxpayers Association. 


Mr. Rowland. 


STATEMENT OF P. J. ROWLAND, PRESIDENT, MARIN COUNTY 
TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rowxianp. My name is P. J. Rowland, president of the Marin 
County Taxpayers Association. I wish to present a written protest 
against the taking of the properties up there in part. I’d like to take 
a couple of minutes, however, to put a new face on this proposition. 

he formal protest will be placed in the record at 


Senator Moss. T 
this point. 
(The document referred to follows :) 


San ANSELMO, CALir., April 12, 1960. 
Re proposed Point Reyes National Park 
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: In the years of 1956 and 1957 the writer, acting as a real estate 
broker, cooperated with Mrs. Dunshee, of Ross, in presenting to both the State 
of California and the U.S. national division of parks, the proposition of a Point 
Reyes National Park to consist of the following ranches: Christ Church of the 
Golden Rule, Tevis Ranch, Kelham Ranch, and a small portion of the Boyd 
Stewart Ranch through which the ingress road to the Tevis Ranch takes off from 
the Olema Highway. Both State and National park representatives went over 
these properties several times, the writer having arranged with the various 
superintendents of the ranches for their permission. These ranches in question 
comprised a total area of only some 16,250 acres and ‘the taxes on these ranches 
for 1957 was $18,189.83. The ranches proposed contained practically all of the 
real scenic and natural beauty of the region—all the natural lakes, and nearly 
all of the timbered area together with some 10 miles of ocean frontage. The 
taking of these properties as a national park would not have affected the dairy 
industry in our county and in my humble opinion would have provided ample 
land for a beautiful national park. 

After being elected president of the Marin County Taxpayers Association I 
was shocked when in the fall of 1958 we became aware of the intention. of the 
Government to take a much larger portion of the Point Reyes area for this 
national park. In October of 1958 our association wrote a letter to the National 
Park Service, informing them that our association through their board of direc- 
tors had gone on record as condemning the taking of any properties other than 
the ranches originally contemplated, and that they would bitterly oppose any 
such action. In reply, a two-page letter was received from tthe department, 
signed by Mr. Collins, in which he reassured our association ‘that it was the 
intention of the U.S. Government to only consider taking these original ranch 
properties with a future study as to the feasibility of taking a small strip bor- 
dering on the ocean on up to the Point Reyes tip and possibly the last McClure 
Ranch. This letter reassured us and we gave a copy of this letter to the chairman 
of the Board of Supervisors of Marin County. 

Now just lately the Government has come out with a proposal to take prac- 
tically all of the Point Reyes Peninsula for this proposed national park, com- 
prising some 53,000-odd acres and with a tax loss to Marin County of well over 
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$80,000 per year. Also as a result of such action, very nearly all of the Marin 
County industry of dairying, and all of the revenue, businesswise, would be lost 
completely. 

We want you to know that our association and all of our members will oppose 
such an undertaking in every legal way we can. We believe there is no good 
reason for taking all of this additional property—the remaining ranches in the 
main are just bare lands with practically no timber on them. We are certain 
that the ranches originally proposed for this national park would serve to answer 
all the purposes of a very fine national park. 

It might be that the Vedanta Ranch property, which lies between the Kelham 
and the Tevis Ranch property, might be included and to which we would not 
offer any objection.. This ranch consists of some 2,136 acres and the taxes for 
1957 were $2,269.70. This ranch also has quite a bit of timber on it and would 
probably fit into the picture very well and the taking of this ranch would not, 
in our opinion, tend to hurt our dairy industry. This ranch, with the original 
ones proposed, would make a total acreage of around 18,500 acres and that is 
a good-sized park anywhere. ; 

We believe also, that if these ranches originally contemplated, plus maybe the 
Vedanta Ranch, are taken for this national park, it is no more than right that 
an in-lieu taxpayment be made by the Government to Marin County to equal this 
loss of tax revenue, because this park would be for the benefit of citizens from 
all over the United States. 


We ask, in conclusion, that you most seriously consider our protest against 
the taking of any properties other than those mentioned originally for this park. 
We are not a large county acreagewise and the Government already has large 
holdings in our county that are tax free and it would really work a very definite 
hardship on Marin County, in our opinion, if any large amount of land is made 
tax free and particularly land that is being actually used for dairy purposes. 
Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 
Marin County TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION, 
By P. J. RowLAN»D, President. 

Mr. Rowtanp. Now I was one of the first parties at work on this 
park way back in 1956 and 1957 with Mrs. Dunshee. We had people 
out there from the State Park and also from the Government that 
went over those problems out there. At that time the only properties 
considered, and I think that is the property that you gentlemen should 
still consider as being only real property for a park out there, were 
the Christ. Church of the Golden Rule, Tevis Ranch, Kelham Ranch, 
and a small portion of the Boyd Stewart Ranch through which the 
ingress road to the Tevis Ranch takes off from the Olema Highway. 
That is all the property originally considered for this park. In 
September of last year, our association got wind of the fact that there 
was additional property contemplated being taken, and I wrote a 
letter to the Department of Interior at that time from the Marin 
County Tax Payers Association, and we received a letter back signed 
by Mr. Collins, a two-page letter. I took it we were assured the only 
property the national park people were interested in was the ranch 
properties that we originally had talked about, with the future possi- 
bility that they would be interested in taking a little strip of the 
ocean frontage on up to Point Reyes and perhaps the last McClure 
Ranch. That was to be in the future but the immediate property was 
only those immediate ranches. 

Now there has been a Jot of talk about these beaches. I have trav- 
eled from the Canada to Mexico border along the Pacific coast. And 
gentlemen, any beach of any size—you talk about conservation of 
any beach—any beach of any size is open to the public. Now what 
are you going to gain by taking a lot of these interior ranches? All 
the good beaches—any beach of any size, is open to the public today. 
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Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Rowland. 

Mr. McCarruy. Mr. Chairman, there are two speakers that I think 
will each take about 3 or 4 minutes that had asked and received special 
time. They are in opposition... Do you want them to go on at this 
time or would you rather have them come after we conclude here? 

Senator Moss. I think we will hear them now if we can have them. 

Mr. McCartuy. At this time I would like to introduce Mr. Ed 
Rennington of the Marin County Farm Bureau. 


STATEMENT OF ED RENNINGTON OF THE MARIN COUNTY FARM 
BUREAU 


Mr. Rennineton. Senator Moss and fellow officers and interesting 
people, this is the Marin County Farm Bureau’s statement and I also 
want to say that I am the regional dairy chairman for the dairy 
department within the Farm Bureau from San Francisco to Eureka. 
I have had encouragement and response from the entire region that 
we in Marin County take this stand. 

The Marin County Farm Bureau is the general farm organization 
of Marin County representating more than 400 members with head- 
quarters at Novato, Calif. 

This statement is presented in opposition to the proposal to establish 
a national seashore park at Point Reyes, Calif. Our board of direc- 
tors took action at its regular meeting on March 2, 1959, opposing this 


aranre 
he reasons on which the board based its opposition are as follows: 

(1) The vital effect this action would have on agriculture, the 
second largest income industry in the county. Any proposition which 
would eliminate part of this industry would have a very serious effect 
on the economy of the county. 

The land area involved is one of the best dairy areas in the county. 
Of the $11 million brought into the county by the dairy industry one- 
sixth or about $2 million would be stopped by this project. 

(2) Proponents have indicated that lands can be leased back. If 
this is the case and the land is not to be used for parks why should 
it be bought in the first place. Even if a leaseback program could 
be followed, the change of ownership of this land would still remove it 
from the tax rolls. 

(3) We have a total of 333,000 acres in the county. Of these 32,500 
are now in State parks, military reservations, and municipal water 
districts. The 53,000-acre proposed park site would bring the num- 
ber of acres removed from tax rolls up to 30 percent of our total 
acreage. 

Loss of assessed valuation by the removal of property by this 
project would mean a higher taxload on the remaining property 
owners. Asan example, the cost of schools, present and future, would 
have to be carried by fewer taxpayers. 

It is the opinion of the board of directors that the 46 million acres 
now owned by Government agencies in California are close enough 
and accessible enough that, if developed, would be adequate to take 
care of the recreational needs of the people of the State. 

We are'therefore opposed to any further encroachment by govern- 
ment on privately owned property. 
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And I have following as a supplement from the State Farm Bureau. 


There are approximately 100 million acres of land in California. The depart- 
ment of national forest owns 20 million acres. The Department of Interior owns 
23 million acres. State and local agencies control 3 million acres. While only 
about 38 million acres make up farms and farming operations. 

I would like to comment that it hasn’t been long since Governor 
Brown had an article in the paper about his serious concern of the 
fast diminishing agricultural acreage. He recommended that legis- 
lation be adopted to protect agricultural land. I just wanted to say 
that for a comment, and I would also like to make a comment that 
one of the reasons the easement program isn’t too satisfactory to 
dairies is because within our State we have a State law which requires 
that the cattle owner is the sole responsible party. 

If an animal is on the road or on State property or Federal prop- 
erty, and any suit that might follow, it would solely be on the owner 
of the cattle. And it does make it a very serious problem from the 
standpoint of insurance, carrying comprehensive insurance, because 
the minute the obligation of protecting your cattle from people acci- 
dentally leaving gates open or occasionally cutting wires and leaving 
it possible for the cattle to roam, accidents do happen. We have them 
consistently along our roads. 

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Rennnington. 

Mr. McCarrny. Mr. Chairman, I would like to introduce to you at 
this time a resident of Inverness who will speak to you concerning a 
subject that I know you will understand when you hear it. I now 
present Capt. Adolph S. Oko. 

Captain Oko. 


STATEMENT OF CAPT. ADOLPH 0K0, REPRESENTING MARIN COAST | 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Captain Oxo. I am representing the Marin Coast Chamber of 
Commerce. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have two resolutions, one of August 
12, 1958, of the Marin Coast Chamber of Commerce, moved and 
seconded at a meeting to go on record as being opposed to the Point 
Reyes Peninsula Park and Recreational Area. Motion carried and 
copies sent to various agencies. 

The resolution of April 14, 1959, briefly states that we are opposed 
to $10,000, which was the proposal to conduct the survey. 

(The resolutions referred to follow :) ; 


Cory oF MOTION PASSED By MARIN COAST CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AT MEETING 
HELD AvUGUST 12, 1958, DRAKE’s ARMS, INVERNESS 


It was moved and second that Marin Coast Chamber of Commerce go on 
record as being opposed to the Point Reyes Peninsula Park and Recreational 
Area program of the National Park Service. Motion carried. 


Copy or RESOLUTION PASSED AT MEETING HELD Apri 14, 1959, DRAKE’s ARMS, 
INVERNESS, CALIF. 
Whereas Marin Coast Chamber of Commerce at its regular meeting August 18, 
1958, voted opposition to the proposed Point Reyes Peninsula Park and Recrea- 
tional Area ; and 


55881—60-—_13 
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Whereas it is now proposed Congress appropriation $10,000 to conduct a 
survey: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That Marin Coast Chamber of oCmmerce again express its opposition 
to this proposed park project ; and it is further 

Resolved, That if any economic survey be contemplated or projected that it be 
under the auspices of the Marin County Board of Supervisors. 

Captain Oxo. Very briefly, I want to make one other statement, and 
this as a member of the community, and I hope I can impose upon you 
for just a moment. 

I live there. We love it. I know it like I know my wife’s face. I 
have heard the ranchers speak. I sold Clem Miller his house, and I 
don’t really regret that I did. I want to assure him I am still a 
registered Democrat because I haven’t seen anything better in the 
Republican Party, and there isn’t much left of the Communist Party 
although I have seen evidence of its growth. 

As a realtor, an innocent in the field of real estate—innocent from 
the point of view of moral principle—I have seen no evidence of moral 
principle here. I have heard the ranchers’ land today divided. The 
ranchers are my neighbors. I have no ownership and some very first- 
class enemies who are in greater disagreement on certain scores than 
Clem Miller and I are. 

In our Declaration of Rights, the rights of our Congress in 1774, we 
have a very simple thing, and I am not going to teach my grand- 
mother how to suck eggs by reviewing that. But we do come down to 
one thing, and I have seen it constantly in meetings and it is quite 
frightening, and that is the mass coveting that I have seen propagan- 
dized and perpetrated by a Bureau that has grown too powerful, it 
seems, in Washington. 

There have been times when that same Bureau, instead of spending 
its money—and these are not inexpensive and have been produced on 
both the Atlantic and Pacific coasts—if these moneys that were do- 
nated—and I have yet to be able to hear who donated the money, but 
it always appears “Not printed at Government expense,” yet bearing 
the seals of two departments and respected departments of our Gov- 
ernment—lI have yet to be able to find out who donated these moneys 
and why the organization. 

There are these things that are the questions and the reasons for 
the people within our area feeling the way they do, at least a good 

ortion of them. We have heard of coffee klatches in Marin County, 
if you follow our society pages. I have heard of the beer hall bunches 
with the end result where a minority, such as you have heard, had a 
little more violent action. It wasn’t only their land or their possessions 
taken, and I think all of us had a little modicum involved in that. 

I do want to call one thing to your attention, and that is a very 
simple thing said by a Senator, and I have a distinct feeling that this 
pretty well represents the situation. Benjamin H. Hill, in the Georgia 
Senate, March 27, 1878, said : 


Sir, I do not dread corporations as instruments of power to destroy this 
country, because there are a thousand agencies which can regulate, restrain and 
control them ; but there is a corporation we may all dread. 

That corporation is the Federal Government. From the aggression of this 
corporation there can be no safety, if it is allowed to get beyond the bonds, the 
well-defined limits of its power. 

I dread nothing so much as the exercise of ungranted and doubtful powers by 
this Government. It is, in my opinion, the danger of dangers to the future of 
this country. 
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Let us be sure we keep it always within its limits. If this great, ambitious, 
ever-growing corporation becomes aggressive, who shall check it? If it becomes 
wayward, who shall control it? If it becomes unjust, who shall trust it? 

As sentinels on the country’s watchtower, Senators, I beseech you watch and 
guard with sleepless dread that corporation which can make all property and 
rights, all States and peoples, and all liberty and hopes, its plaything in an hour 
and its victims forever. 

Mr. McCarrtuy. I am not going to read all these documents. You 
have been patient, and I want to say at this time you have been one of 
the most patient chairmen I have ever seen. 

I want to say that there are members here, and I would like to name 
them for the sake of the record, who are opposed to this park and who 
would like to say a word or two. Al Grossi, Domingo Grossi, John 
Kehoe, Daniel Hagmire, and several others. I wanted to talk to you 
a little further about money, because I thought money might have 
something to do with your decision. I am not sure whether it will, 
but at least if you will, let me say these few more remarks. 

The loss of the dairy income to Marin County will be $4,330,000 
per year; the loss of payroll, $1,045,000 per year right now; the loss 
of local purchases in the area $2,897,000; plus $88,000 from the 
P. G. & E.; for over $3 million. This very little piece of property, 
loss of direct taxes we have heard would be 60, 70, 80, 100,000 dollars, 
we are not sure. We haven’t had anything on sales taxes or loss of 
any increase in values. 

Does money to Marin County mean anything to you? These are 
infinitesimal probably to a Senator who votes for millions and billions, 
but. don’t forget that Marin is little and the millions are big. 

What is the cost to the U.S. Government? I think it is going to be 
$50 million to start with. Can you justify to your other members, to - 
your committee, to the Senate and to the Congress that $50 million is 
necessary for the park? We believe that we Fave proved to you that 
it is not. 

Half of California is in Government lands, and this very bureau 
that wants this additional land has used only a fraction of its own, 
One of the experts said, ““We only have 30,000 camp sites”. How can 
a man justify his own job if he puts 30,000 camp sites on 45,000 acres 
of land? He isn’t using it. Look at Camp Taylor. A handful of 
acres. That is your answer. Develop what you have. 

I only make one last comment on economics. The board of super- 
visors and our group asked when this bill started that the money 
that was appropriated for a so-called economic survey be given to 
the university or some other unprejudiced group to make the survey. 
What happened? What happens to the money? It was given to the 
Park Service. I don’t criticize the Park Service. They are trying 
to do their best, but do you give money to the very group that has 
openly advocated a project to make a decision for you? Would you 
do it if you had two people in an argument, would you give it to 
either one of them to make a survey to tell you whether it is justified ? 
You would not. I know you would not. 

I ask you at this time, and I beg of you at this time, if you want 
a survey of this area, if you want a real honest-to-goodness economic 
survey, I urge you to get another survey started by an impartial 
group, not the very group that is before you urging this thing. Mr. 
Collins is as genuine as he can be in his desire to make this a park. 
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He is not the one to handle the money. In fact, he announced it 
was his own employees that were making the survey as to whether 
it was feasible. 

In conclusion, I still believe, and I hope you believe, Mr. Chairman, 
and I am certain you do from watching you here, that these ranch 
families that you have seen and that you Sas heard are going to be- 
given consideration and weighed very carefully before, after spending 
their lives, their fathers and mothers, and in some cases grandfathers 
and grandmothers worked hard and acquired land, beautiful land that 
you have seen—and then is their reward going to be annihilation? 
Arethey expendable? Isthat it? 

I heard one other thing that disturbed me. We have a lot of ad- 
vocates of holy things. They were quoting the Bible, Moses, and I 
wonder if they ever got to the 10th Commandment: “Thou shalt not 
covet thy neighbor’s goods.” I think you have heard people coveting 
his neighbor’s property. 

Senator Moss. I am sure that we have had a very eloquent and 
spirited presentation of the opponents to the prepenn for a national 
seashore area. And that is exactly why we have a hearing so that 
each may have his say and so that all the information and that all 
the opinions may be put before the committee for its consideration. 

We now have a period of 90 minutes we have allotted for the 
control of Dr. Gustafson. These will be people who are proponents, 
in favor of the proposal. We will call on Dr. Gustafson. 


STATEMENT OF DR. JOEL F. GUSTAFSON, PRESIDENT, BOARD OF 
DIRECTORS OF POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE FOUNDATION 


Dr. Gustarson. I should like to say that, from the very first, the 
Point Reyes National Seashore Foundation has not maintained there 
are not two sides to an argument. We do not deny there are no colors 
besides black and white. 

In some 30 minutes it was inferred that I was un-Christian and 
immoral and dishonest. The agures that I was citing that evening 

e 


were exactly the same as the ones he was citing. 

I might point out that the West Marin Property Owners’ Associa- 
tion was formed in 1958. They still have not gotten together sufli- 
ciently in their arguments to elect officers. They have a temporary 
chairman and they have hired people to speak for them. 

The Point Reyes National Seashore Foundation was incorporated 
only 3 months ago and has over 500 members, mostly living in 
Marin County, some in the bay area, and some elsewhere—even Texas.. 
We give our complete support to the bills in question and to the pro- 
- posal of the National Park Service as given this morning. 

We have from the first regarded this area as— 

Unique in its several values to mankind. 

Unique in its isolation to date. 

Unique in its danger from hordes of houses and commercial 
development. 

It is scenically more striking than Cape Hatteras; it antedates: 
Plymouth Rock by some 30 years, as the New England of North 
America; it is invaluable as a cultural, scientific and as a recreational 
area. This project could be justified on any one of these bases. We 
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believe that it can even be justified as a financial asset to the county 
of Marin. 

During the past several months some of the most important opposi- 
tion have changed their attitudes on the park proposal. The two 
radio stations located on the peninsula, which contribute some $48,000 
per year in taxes, have withdrawn their objection. The College of 
Pacific research station on Tomales Bay has changed its position 
from one of question to one of support. Just yesterday we anained 
an agreement of the lumber company now logging the virgin douglas- 
fir forest on the peninsula to delay logging insofar as possible on the 
peninsula pending a decision on the park proposal. This company 
will attempt to operate with its logging contracts on lands adjacent to 
the proposed park area. 

These are lands across Highway 1 and south. They will operate as 
much as they can without cutting any more of this tinihee: The Sweet 
Lumber Co., the company I am referring to, did not authorize us to 
say that they are in favor of the proposal. They did say this, that 
they are if the area is going to be a national park, a national seashore 
area, certainly the forests should not be logged. They are willing to 
cooperate until they can see which way the direction is going to be. 

As proof of the urgency of obtaining this area as soon as possible, 
I have here a notice of the first subdivision proposal—a hearing be- 
fore our planning commission scheduled 4 days from today. 

We believe that we must act quickly to get this area into its fullest 
and most valuable use to mankind. The Nation can have an area 
that would be invaluable for public enjoyment, leisure, recreation, or 
scientific study; or we can by default let this jewel be carved by the 
bulldozer and smeared over with asphalt, stucco, and because of the 
admitted moisture, dry rot. 

We have never denied that this area is foggy most of the time. 
Many of you have gone up to the Olympic Mountain Range, where it 
rains all summer. There are thousands of people who go to these 
areas for their scenic values, not the climate. I would like to submit 
a newspaper article from the Independent Journal confirming the 
agreement with the lumber company. 

(The article referred to follows :) 


[From San Rafael Independent Journal, Apr. 13, 1960] 
Loeecine Firm To CurRB WorRK IN PARK AREA 


A lumber company that has been cutting Douglas-fir in the heart of a pro- 
jected camping area in the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore Area has 
agreed to curtail its activities. 

In making the announcement, Dr. Joel Gustafson, president of the Point Reyes 
National Seashore Foundation, said today the attitude of lumbermen Don and 
Bill Sweet “is most commendable. This is much more than we dared hope far.” 


THE AGREEMENT 


The Sweet Lumber Co. has been cutting timber in an area between Bolinas 
and Olema. ‘They have promised to hold back on cutting in the proposed park 
area,” Dr. Gustafson said. 

“It was agreed that the lumber company would attempt to operate its mill 
with logs from adjacent areas pending a decision on the park proposal. The 
company is now engaged in sawing its downed timber, and in clearing of rubble, 
and establishing larger fire trails and other activities to correct practices at 
variance with State requirements. 
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MID-MAY START 


“Although they were to begin further logging again in mid-May, they agreed 
the virgin forest should not be logged. The lumbermen will work the areas 
outside of the scheduled park area first.and attempt to secure logs elsewhere in 
Marin to continue the operation of their sawmill until their investment is 
recovered. 

“They said it will take 2 to 3 years to harvest the available timber in Marin 
that lies outside the proposed park area.” 

A U.S. Senate subcommittee hearing on the Point Reyes Park proposal will be 
held tomorrow at the College of Marin in Kentfield. 

Dr. Gustarson. I would like also to say I would have considerable 
more respect for the arguments of the opponents of this measure if 
I did not know they were well along in their plans to subdivide the 
peninsula. We know there are three of them on the way. 

Mr. Lothar Salin is going to handle the introduction of our speak- 
ers. We will get them on and off as fast as we can so we can all get 
home sometime. 


STATEMENT. OF LOTHAR SALIN 


Mr. Satin. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I would 
like to make a few brief remarks before I call the first witness. We 
have heard, during the past 2 hours or so, testimony of the opposition. 
We have seen the image of the proposed Point Reyes Park proposal 
more or less as through a glass darkly. I will say this, so Mr. Mc- 
Carthy realizes I read the Bible too. We have seen this from the 

oint of view of microcosm of some of the people in the Point Reyes 

eninsula itself. There were times during the testimony when I 
was beginning to wonder if-we needed any witnesses of our own. 

We certainly were not surprised at the Marin County Tax Payers 
Association being against this, because I don’t think, within the 
memory of any of us, they have ever been for any public expenditure. 

Now, while we are mindful of just how worthwhile benefits to in- 
dividuals are, and the ranchers are individuals, I think we must not, 
to paraphrase Aristotle, “overlook the higher and diviner quality 
of that which benefits a nation or society,” the goal of all politics, 
which is the good of man, and I believe Senator Engle referred to that 
earlier in his statement. 

One thing that stuck a little bit in my craw was a remark this morn- 
ing that this park proposal was tending toward socialism. I think 
someone spoke of the U.S.S.A. To me, the American way of doing 
things is just what we are doing here today, to hold hearings and to 
determine just what is the greatest benefit for all the people. And 
that is the purpose of the statements we expect to introduce during the 
next 85 minutes. We will have to ask all our witnesses to be extremely 
brief and to depend mainly on their written statements which they 
will place into the records without reading them. I think if you will 
all cooperate, we will have time to introduce all our testimony during 
the time we have available. 

I will sit over by the other microphone and I will introduce the 
witnesses from there. I will read off three names right now so they 
can get themselves ready. 

We will call first on Mr. Edgar Stone, then Mr. Robert. Wells, thea 
Dr. Harold Bradley. Would Dr. Stone come up? 
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STATEMENT OF EDGAR STONE, SAN FRANCISCO ZOOLOGICAL 
SOCIETY 


Mr. Sronr. My name is Edgar Stone. I represent the San Fran- 
cisco Zoological Society and I am a businessman, living in San 
Francisco. I present you with a letter which substantially contains 
my statement. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Stone. Mr. Callaghan informs me 
that that letter has already been received by the committee and will be 
printed in the record. 

(See letter on p. 252.) 

Senator Moss. Mr. Wells will be next. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. WELLS 


Mr. Wetts. Mr. Chairman, my name is Robert Wells. I am an 
insurance broker by profession. [ live in Piedmont, Calif. I own a 
summer home near Inverness and I am a member of the board of 
directors of the Inverness Yacht Club, although I do not speak for 
them nor any person or organization. I speak only for myself. 

I was asked to speak very briefly and without statistics, for I have 
none, on the yachtsman’s side of this picture, strictly the boating en- 
thusiasts. I don’t pretend to know any of the complex problems of 
the other side, although I have been listening intently. 

I have a sailboat which may be seen sailing Tomales Bay from the 
middle of May to the middle of November. When the subject of 
weather was brought up, I thought I needed wind to make my boat go. 
It loves wind. Sometimes I don’t know whether it is sunny or foggy. . 
The boating is not all in the water. The use of the shore in the small- 
boat field is, I think, one of the delights and pleasures of boating. 

We use beaches, where permission is either granted or implied, to 
picnic and swim and fish and crab and use the facilities. It has 
always been a source of wonder to me that Drakes Bay was not used 
more as a boating harbor. I know that every year the Inverness 
Yacht Club has a Drakes-Tomales cruise, which invites boaters from 
as far as Sacramento and all around the bay to make an excursion to 
Tomales Bay. I know, without Drakes Bay being a refuge harbor, 
this would not be possible, admitting some rough weather on the 
winter side of the peninsula. 

I believe the national seashore or national park would benefit the 
public. I believe that with the boating public, at least I believe that 
with the facilities, Drakes Bay could hasvads a boaters’ heaven. 

The weather notwithstanding, I speak not only from the small boat 
aspect wherein trailable boats could be launched on Drakes Bay, but 
I also speak of the growing crafts called the midget ocean sail craft, 
which is growing by leaps and bounds in the bay area; and with 
Bolinas Bay being improved, Drakes Bay would become another area 
where cruising and other enjoyments of boating could be had. 

_ Senator Moss. Your complete statement will be in the record. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. WELLS 


My name is Robert M. Wells, an insurance broker by profession and a sailing 
enthusiast for recreation. I reside in Piedmont, Calif., and have a summer home 
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near Inverness on the Point Reyes Peninsula. I sail on Tomales Bay and am on 
the board of directors of the Inverness Yacht Club. 

My comments regarding the proposed national park or national seashore are 
my soy I do not speak for, nor represent, any group or person other than 
myself. 

It is a well-known fact that boating generally, and in this area particularly, is 
enjoying fantastic popularity. Of the many kinds of boating pleasures, I think 
that in the sailing classes, the midget ocean-racing types are showing the great- 
est increase. This means that more and more sailboats of the small (under 40 
a variety will be seeking cruising and racing activity offshore up and down 

e coast. 

The San Francisco Bay area also contains a large number of cruising power- 
boats sufficiently equipped to explore this area if facilities and conditions ashore 
are favorable. 

The waters of Drakes Bay would lend themselves to small-boat launching if 
facilities were provided and the beaches, foreshore, and inland property were 
available for recreational use. : 

To the north of San Francisco Bay are two (and soon to be three) natural 
shelters which are safe harbors for coastwise pleasure craft. These are Drakes 
Bay and Tomales Bay. Drakes Bay offers shelter within easy cruising distance 
of San Francisco Bay. When Bolinas Harbor is completed, boats may cruise 
north with three sheltered harbors to evplore and enjoy. 

The natural unspoiled shoreline of Drakes Bay offers an ideal pleasure anchor- 
age for the yachtman. There is easy access to wide, long expanses of sandy 
beach. Good surf fishing, swimming, hiking, and exploration of tidal pools are 
abundantly available. 

There are two commercial wharves and a U.S. Coast Guard lifeboat station 
on Drakes Bay. These people are quite cooperative and friendly, but for the 
most part access to these facilities is through private land. The property is 
fenced and gates are locked. It is very inconvenient to transfer personnel and 
supplies shore-to-ship due to the restricted use of the private access roads. 

Public boating facilities are needed on Drakes Bay to enhance pleasure boat- 
ing. It is felt by many that the entire shoreline could someday be occupied by 
private residential and/or commercial interests. This would restrict the full 
use of this area by the boating enthusiast. 

The same things may be said for Tomales Bay. At the present time, there is 
quite a bit of smallboat activity at or near the mouth. Fishing has been ex- 
cellent and more boaters will be beckoned to the area which could lead to im- 
proper use and deterioration of the area if not supervised. 

In talking to other boat enthusiasts who have or will use the Drakes-Tomales 
Bay areas, I find they all agree that by establishing the area a national park or 
national seashore, the area will not only be preserved, but improved for the use 
of pleasure boats. 

The fact that this area is so close to a major population center and boating 
area would, by itself, make it desirable for increased use by the public. In ad- 
dition, this area has such outstanding scenery and recreation shore use that its 
conservation would be in the public interest. 

I consider it a privilege to have had the opportunity of appearing before this 
committee. 


STATEMENT OF DR. HAROLD C. BRADLEY, REPRESENTING THE 
SIERRA CLUB 


Dr. Braptey. I shall identify myself to begin with. I am Harold 
C. Bradley. My residence is in Berkeley. I am a member of the 
Sierra Club and I am presenting today this statement for this club. I 
am a director and the immediate past president. 

The Sierra Club numbers some 16,000 people. We were born 68 
years ago when John Muir founded the Sierra Club. Since that day 
our purpose has been, and continues to be, to enjoy the wilderness areas. 
To protect them and, where there is opportunity and need, to increase 
them if that is possible. 
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There is one comment that I wish to make stressing a section in this 
report, which I believe needs stressing. It was made very well by Mr. 
DeTurk this morning, but I think we should not forget it. Our coast- 
line is a very unique area in our total land area. It has very unique 
properties. It belongs to all of usin a very peculiar way. Almost all 
of our discussion today, it seems to me, has vealt on the local interest, 
but the coastline belongs not only to San Francisco and Marin County 
and California. It is the coastline equally of Nevada and of Utah and 
of Colorado and all of the inland States. And when our visitors come 
from the inland States they come long distances, and one of the things 
og wish most to see is the great Pacific and its beaches. 

think, gentlemen, we are not dealing with a local problem here and 
we must not allow the local situation with its suffering which may be 
incurred to blind us to the fact that we do not have much coastline that 
is available and successful and operatable. We do not have much left. 
Much has gone into private ownership and private ownership inevit- 
ably resents and restricts public use. And so I would plead in closing 
with your committee. This aspect of this problem, this responsibility 
which is yours, that it be studied most carefully, as I am sure it will be. 
Thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Dr. Bradley. Your complete statement 
will be included in the record. 

(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD C. BRADLEY 


Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my name is Harold C. Bradley, 
emeritus professor, Medical School, University of Wisconsin. My home is in 
Berkeley. I am here to represent the Sierra Club of which I am a director and 
immediate past president, in support of the plan presented by the National Park 
Service, to establish a Point Reyes National Seashore. 

The Sierra Club, founded by John Muir 68 years ago, is the oldest and the 
largest of the active conservation organizations in this country. Our 16,000 
members are scattered throughout the United States, but the great majority of 
them live in California and the west coast States. Our objectives have always 
been to help people to understand and enjoy our National and State parks and our 
forest wilderness areas, to protect them, and to assist in the acquisition of more 
such areas for public use where need and opportunity exist. In California the 
need for more areas dedicated to recreation is already clear and pressing, as our 
crowded parks and our exploding population figures testify. Because of ex- 
panding urban and suburban areas, the opportunities for increasing our park 
space grows steadily less. It grows more insistently clear each month that what 
we set aside and reserve for human inspiration and recreational use now is all 
we shall ever have for such use. 

There is no part of our country so obviously qualified for public use, as against 
private use, as that narrow strip of land we call our coastline. The great 
majority of American citizens live inland. Their only chance to experience the 
thrill of looking out over the boundless surging ocean, or of enjoying the intimate 
and exciting details of a coastline experience, is when they travel far to get it. 
We must be sure that some of the very best sections of that coastal strip always 
remain open to them. We believe the Point Reyes Peninsula answers this de- 
scription. Along the California coast many of our beaches are inaccessible or 
otherwise not qualified for public use. Many miles of excellent coastline are 
already in private ownership, and private ownership inevitably resents and ex- 
eludes public use. The citizens of California know the values of their beaches 
and love to visit them. We must insure for them a continuing opportunity for 
the unique recreational enjoyment which the beach provides. But, more than 
that, we sometimes forget that the coastline also belongs to the citizens of Nevada, 
Utah, Arizona, Colorado, and all the other inland States. We are just beginning 
to recognize clearly the full significance of our seashores as a uniquely rich 
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recreational resource. This hearing and your study of the Point Reyes area is 
evidence that we are awakening to these public values, and that we are aware 
that they are being lost to private ownership at an increasing rate. 

The Point Reyes Peninsula offers a great opportunity today to reserve for 
public enjoyment for all time, an exceptional segment of California scenic coast- 
line and beach, delightfully crowned by towering cliffs and lookout points, backed 
by unspoiled rolling grasslands, moors, and forests, well worthy of national 
recognition and inclusion in our national parks system. It is rich in scenic 
beauty, in historical significance, in geological, botanical, and other scientific 
features that help to make it notable, and in the beautiful stretch of sand, un- 
spoiled by human developments, washed free of even the human footprints with 
every turn of the tide. A pleasant spot to roam afield in the clear air. A won- 
derful place to sit to watch the restless surges of the sea; the fantastic forms 
of life that live where sea and land meet; a happy place where children may 
romp and race the waves, or build their castles in the clean sand. 

It is a miracle, indeed, that such an area still exists unspoiled, and so close to 
a great metropolitan community. It is an opportunity we are fortunate to have 
before us today. It is certain that it will be gone tomorrow—if we do not grasp 
it now. The generations that follow us will either praise our wisdom and vision, 
or they will wonder at our failure to see and to act in their behalf. 

The Bay Chapter of the Sierra Club has undertaken an independent study of 
the Point Reyes area and the national parks plan for its public use. From years 
of experience, there are many of the chapter who are experts, they know Point 
Reyes from end to end. As a result of their enthusiasm, they have produced a 
fine documentary film of the region. It shows the value we are pleading to have 
you save, far better than can be seen or grasped in a single visit, or that can 
be conveyed by the written or the spoken word. We hope your committee will 
see this film before you come to any decision. I would request that Miss Cicely 
Christie present her statement for the record on behalf of the Bay Chapter of 
the Sierra Club. 

In conclusion, the Sierra Club most earnestly urges the committee to recom- 
mend to Congress the reservation of this unique scenic and recreational resource 
for permanent public enjoyment as a national seashore under direction of the 
National Parks Service now—while the opportunity is still at hand before you. 


Mr. Satin. Our next three witnesses will be Dr. Gail Adams, Dr. 
Harold Gilliam, and Dr. Robert C. Miller. First, I would like to in- 
troduce Dr. Gail Adams, representing the Marin Rod and Gun Club. 


STATEMENT OF DR. GAIL ADAMS, REPRESENTING MARIN ROD 
AND GUN CLUB 


Dr. Apams. The Marin Rod and Gun Club is an organization of 
sportsmen currently numbering some 2,300 members. During the 38 
years of its existence, the club has taken an active interest in a wide 
pean on) of conservation matters, including those which would be 


S 
classed as local, regional, statewide, and also national by nature. Our 
interest is not infrequently backed up by an expenditure both of funds 
and of volunteer man-hours. 

In April last year we devoted one of our special conservation meet- 
ings to a full airing of diverse viewpoints regarding the proposal to 
form a national seashore recreation area on the Point Reyes Peninsula. 
Arguments heard since then have not seemed sufficiently forceful to 
cause any material shift in the position we adopted following this 
meeting. As chairman of the conservation committee, I have been 
specifically authorized to represent the club and to present our posi- 
tion here. We believe 

1. That the Point Reyes Peninsula area is one of particular 
beauty and further has exceptional hunting and fishing values, 
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2. That inevitably population pressures will cause downward 
changes in these values unless strong measures are taken soon to 
guarantee their preservation, 

3. That these hunting and fishing opportunities should be pre- 
served, and 

4. That, to our knowledge, the proposal by the National: Park 
Service is the only plan which has been proferred tending toward 
this goal. 

It is to be noted that we are not specifically advocating any aspect 
of the Park Service proposal. Our interest is the preservation of 
hunting and fishing rights for a group of citizens and therefore must 
also be the preservation of all conservation aspects of this area. We 
support the proposal because of its conservation nature but our sup- 
port will hinge on guarantees of continued hunting and fishing op- 
portunity. 

In closing may we note that the Park Service would have been well- 
advised to have consulted the views of the residents of the area before 
submitting a formal proposal, in fact, this would only seem to be com- 
monsense. Assuming that the residents of the area involved are 
interested in preserving their local scene, it might very well be that 
they would wish to prepare at least the principles of an alternate pro- 
posal. We would, of course, support such an alternate proposal pro- 
viding the preservation guarantees fitted our test. 

As matters stand, we give qualified support to the proposal of the 
National Park Service. 3 

May I add that, in addition to this, we include in our measure of 
hunting opportunities upland game and deer which are, by my own 
eyesight and in concurrence with the specialists with the fish and game 
department, in plentiful supply. 

Representative Mitter. Dr. Adams, do you have any suggestions on 
your point No. 3 as to who should administer such hunting opportuni- 
ties and fishing opportunities, State or Federal, or had you given that 
any thought? 

Dr. Apams. This is under the present situation, I believe, the regu- 
lations of how many people hunt this area and in effect is covered by 
the local residents. The limits and so on are subject to State and, in 
some cases, Federal regulations. As to who might participate in the 
future is not really of interest to this club. Most of us, as a matter of 
fact, have no privilege in this area, but we know that if fhe people who 
currently do have privilege in this area have this privilege removed, 
they will then increase the hunting and fishing pressure on the areas 
which we currently do use. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Adams. 

Dr. Harold Gilliam will be our next witness. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD GILLIAM 


Mr. Gitt1am. My name is Harold Gilliam, and I.am a member of 
the Point Reyes Foundation. I am a newspaper columnist, lecturer, 
and author of books on the San Francisco Bay region. In all three 
fields I have been particularly concerned with defining and maintain- 
ing the unique qualities of San Francisco and the bay area—qualities 
now threatened with extinction. 
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What happens to this region is of concern not only to its residents 
but to the country as a whole. San Francisco and the area of which 
it is the economic and cultural capital have traditionally been a sym- 
bol of certain special qualities in American life—qualities that have 
attracted not only residents but visitors by the millions from the rest 
of the Nation and the world. Actually the visitors outnumber the 
residents. In the course of a year San Francisco, with a population 
of about 800,000 attracts an estimated million visitors. 

I am concerned that the special characteristics of this region— 
which are of significance to all Americans—may be obliterated as we 
develop here populations possibly exceeding in density those of the 
New York area. According to a Corps of Engineers survey, we may 
expect that there will ultimately be four times as many residents in 
the region as at present—a population explosion of ominous propor- 
tions. 

One quality of life which sets this region apart from most other 
urban centers is the quality of perspective and proportion. Here the 
individual is not submerged in the monotony of vast sprawling 
suburbs or in a Manhattan-type jungle of concrete and steel and 
asphalt. Traditionally this hai beth a region in which the advantages 
of metropolitan life—access to cultural and economic opportunities— 
have been closely allied with the advantages of geographical space 
and physical freedom and opportunities for immediate contact with 
the natural environment. It has always been easy to get out of San 


Francisco and its neighboring cities for recreation of mind and body 
among rollings hills and forests and unspoiled beaches. 


I am convinced that these opportunities for play and creative leis- 
ure in natural surroundings have been very important factors in giv- 
ing residents and visitors alike a sense of perspective, in serving as 
an invaluable counterbalance to the tensions and the swift pace of 
urban living. These opportunities for access to open space have con- 
tributed strongly to San Francisco’s international reputation as a city 
of a friendly, relaxed atmosphere where the graces of living are cul- 
tivated to a high degree. 

I am equally convinced that these priceless opportunities for recre- 
ational experience in natural surroundings are rapidly diminishing 
and may be obliterated entirely as a burgeoning population puts addi- 
tional pressure on already crowded park and recreational areas, con- 
verting them into Coney Islands of the future. 

Several examples of such disappearing opportunities come to mind. 
A few years ago the State legislature uthorised the purchase as a 
State park of the magnificent grove of redwoods on Butano Creek 
about 40 miles south of San Francisco. Because of a legislative 
* delay this grove—comparable in some ways to Muir Woods National 
Monument—was logged over, and it was possible to salvage for park 
purposes only some groves of smaller trees on the fringe of the logged 
area. 

Last year the legislature authorized purchase of a large redwoood 

ove in Kent Canyon adjacent to Muir Woods, which is already 
badly suffering from overcrowding. Before the purchase could be 
made, loggers were destroying great trees hundreds and perhaps 
thousands of years old, and the virgin grove was destroyed forever. 
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Recently, as you know, similar logging operations have been eating 
into the forest of Douglas-fir on Inverness Ridge, part of the contem- 
pane Point Reyes yore area. Just north of Point Reyes the beauti- 

ul promontory of Bodega Head juts into the ocean. This area was 
authorized by the legislature a few years ago as a State park, but 
before funds were available, the Pacific Gas & Electric Co. purchased 
the point and plans to erect a major powerplant there. 

With variations these instances could be multiplied many times. 
Today in the newspapers I read that the Federal Government is plan- 
ning to sell to subdividers some magnificent scenic property at Fort 
Baker on the Golden Gate—an area which the State had hoped to 
purchase for park purposes. 

Without going into the pros and cons of these various situations, 
one fact is clear: Superb potential recreation areas remarkably close 
to this major center of population are being destroyed at an alarming 
rate. They could have been used as breathing spaces—sources of in- 
spiration and creative leisure—for generations of future northern 
California residents and vacationers from all parts of the United 
States. 

With the wildfire spread of subdivisions and industrial areas, we 
can expect the entire aspect of this region to undergo drastic changes. 
San Francisco will lose its traditional freedom of access to open spaces 
and become a boxed-in city. To a large degree these changes are in- 
evitable. All we can hope to do is to reserve some of the few remain- 
ing scenic areas in order to save from extinction some of the qualities 
that have given this region worldwide fame and attractiveness. 

In this region the Point Reyes area is doubtless the most outstand- 


ing piece of land that has not yet been bulldozed, subdivided, indus- 
trialized, or commercialized. Its period of isolation, however, is at an 
end. One way or another this splendid area will be changed very 
soon—and is being changed at this moment. As new ee roads 


are build, bringing it within easy commuting distance of San Fran- 
cisco—relatively as close as Palo Alto, for example—it will doubt- 
less be converted into mushrooming subdivisions as has been most of 
the peninsula area south of San Francisco. The other alternative is to 
preserve its spectacular natural beauty for the recreation and inspira- 
tion of future generations of residents and Americans from every 
part of the country. 

It is understandable that there is strenuous opposition to this pro- 
posal—as there has been to virtually every proposal to create parks 
or maintain open space. I sympathize with the ranchers and other 
residents of the area who would prefer to have the Point Reyes 
Peninsula remain as it is than to have a park. I myself would prefer 
it that way. But with mounting economic and population pressures 
such an eventuality is obviously impossible. 

I believe that any measures to create a national seashore area at 
Point Reyes should scrupulously preserve the rights of individual 
residents who want to continue living or ranching on their property. 
No individual should be deprived of land that is his means of liveli- 
hood. I believe that it is possible both to protect the rights of present 
pire and to preserve the scenic beauty of the area for the crowded 

uture. 
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As a bay area resident I have hiked along the beaches and through 
the woods and hills of Point Reyes for many years. As a reporter 
I have talked to dozens of people in the area regarding the proposal 
for a park and believe that I have heard all points of view in the mat- 
ter. I am convinced that this area should be preserved for park pur- 
poses because it is needed to help preserve the qualities that have made 
San Francisco and its surrounding area a symbol to all Americans 
of a particular style of living—a place where the individual can 
achieve the perspective afforded by a rich variety of cultural and 
recreational experiences. 

Aw Uniwentirtep Wirness. I’d like to add something very briefly 
to that. As we look at these conservation projects, we are always 
thinking we are living in a Rip Van Winkle sort of world. We think 
because there are open spaces all around us that 7 will always be 
open, but the ones that are privately owned, which is the vast majority, 
will not always be opened. If we could take a photograph and then 
paint buildings on all the areas that are available for private housing 
development, I think we would be frightened out of our wits as we 
saw the results. 


STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT C. MILLER 


Dr. Miter. My name is Robert C. Miller, and my address is Cali- 
fornia Academy of Sciences, San Francisco. I am speaking as an in- 
dividual, but I am a member of a number of conservation organiza- 
tions, including the Izaak Walton League, the Sierra Club, the Wilder- 
ness Society, the National Wildlife Federation, the Save-the- Redwoods 


League, and the California Conservation Council; and I believe that 
my point of view is not dissimilar to that of these and other con- 
servation organizations. 

I know of no area on the west coast comparable to the Point Reyes 
Peninsula in its proximity to a major center of population along with 
its numerous values to be preserved. Geologically, it is of outstand- 
ing interest for its rift valley and its relationship to the 1,300-mile- 
long San Andreas Fault; botanically, for its extensive stands of the 
unique Bishop Pine, its virgin Douglas fir forest, and its enormous 
wildflower displays; zoologically, for both terrestrial and marine 
birds and mammals; anthropologically, for its extensive Indian 
oe and sites; and esthetically for its magnificent vistas of land 
and sea. 

In this morning’s press a spokesman for the General Services Ad- 
ministration was quoted as stating that certain federally owned land 
immediately north of the Golden Gate is “too valuable for park pur- 
poses.” On this kind of thinking, Golden Gate Park in San Francisco 
is too valuable for park purposes; Central Park in New York City is 
too valuable for park purposes. 

The greater the pressure of urbanization, the more urgent it becomes 
to have open spaces, readily accessible to the people, where as much 
of wild nature as possible can be maintained for their enjoyment and 
spiritual re-creation. I would affirm that there is no land in the 
United States that is too valuable for park purposes. 

It is our good fortune that the Point Reyes area has survived to 
this time practically untouched by urban development. Let us pre- 
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serve its scientific and recreational values for the continuing benefit of 
our own and future generations. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Dr. Miller. 

Mr. Saturn. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that Dr. Miller is also 
an authorized representative of the College of the Pacific. It was 
previously announced that the college had changed its position on 
this proposal and this is pointed out in a letter from Dr. Joel W. 
Hedgpeth. If the committee has any questions in regards to the 
College of the Pacific, Dr. Miller is prepared to answer. 

We will call next on a representative of Pack, Troop, and Post 28, 
of the Boy Scouts of America in Mill Valley. These kids have 
worked hard on this proposal and they have prepared a statement. 
We do not have time to have the statement read, but we would like 
to have the statement of the pack to be submitted by its representative 
who will come forward at this time and identify himself and place 
the statement in the record. 


STATEMENT OF STAR SCOUT WILLIAM STEPHENSON, REPRESENT- 
ING PACK, TROOP, AND POST 28, BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA, MILL 
VALLEY 


Scout StepHenson. Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentlemen, I am Star 
Scout William Stephenson, 13 years of age, and present this on behalf 
of Pack, Troop, and Post 28, Boy Scouts of America, Mill Valley. 

Outdoor facilities for the Scouting program daily grow more inade- 
quate. If provision is not made now, in this most rapidly expanding 
area, future Scouts will be sharply limited in the enjoyment of out- 


door activities, and our organization will stand to lose its traditional 
base—room in which to hike, camp, swim, fish, and adventure—and 
Scouting will wither. But these facilities can be assured for Scouts, 
and for the everlasting enjoyment of other millions of people, by 
creation of the Point Reyes National Seashore. 

You have just seen this beautiful area, unique, and so far almost 
unchanged since Sir Francis Drake discovered it—a land of cliffs, 
ocean, and beaches, headlands and uplands, forested mountains, clear 
streams and lakes, and abundant wildlife. But it will not be beautiful 
for long. Hundreds of acres of virgin Douglas fir have been cut. 
jens ged stakes are in. Developers’ signs are up. Time is very 
short. 

Some people look at a grove of 1,000-year-old redwoods and cal- 
culate the number of board feet. The late Congressman William 
Kent of this county, on the other hand, years ago purchased a re- 
markable grove of huge redwoods, only 15 miles from San Francisco, 
im order to save it from immediate destruction. Congressman Kent 
saw there, not board feet, but a fine sample of God’s handiwork, to 
be preserved for the spiritual and physical enrichment of all men. 
He gave that area to the people of this country. It is now Muir 
Woods National Monument, known and enjoyed by millions here and 
abroad. People enter its Cathedral Grove and drop their voices to 
whispers, out of respect for the beauty of some of earth’s oldest liv- 
ing things. Muir Woods is preserved for future generations, to know 
and enjoy, as we do. 





202 POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


Contrast this with the situation that exists less than 1 hour’s hike 
away, in Kent Canyon, adjoining Muir Woods. This canyon is pri- 
vately owned by another family. It is part of an area being pur- 
chased by the State of California; to be annexed to Tamalpais State 
Park. Suddenly, and without notice to the State or conservation 
organizations, the owner sold the logging rights to this area and its 
redwoods. Logging operations began last spring and were rushed to 
completion in the fall—work proceeding even on Saturdays. By 
the time these operations were discovered, it was too late to stop 
them. 

I and the other boys of my troop have seen these results: 

1. Giant redwoods, many of them 6 feet and more in diameter 
and perhaps 600 to 700 years old, gone forever ; 

2. All redwood trees, down to 12 or 14 inches in diameter, 

one ; 

” 3. Logging roads, cutting, bulldozing and dragging done with- 
out any regard for erosion. Our most recent hike there showed 
grave damage from resulting erosion, after only one light rainy 
season. 

4. A beautiful stream, the spawning ground of salmon and 
steelhead, muddied and clogged ; 

5. Worst of all, we saw the overall destruction and desecra- 
tion of an area in many ways the equal, and in some ways the 
superior, of Muir Woods, gone forever. 

This should not, this must not, this will not happen to Point Reyes 
if our legislators will listen and hear us, so that our wilderness shall 
not perish from the earth. We Scouts ask simply that, in your de- 
liberations, you hear and heed our voices—the millions of boys and 
girls in the Scout movement and those outside it, and the voices of 
future millions not yet born. Should they be deprived by this genera- 
tion of adults of a Point Reyes National Seashore? 

Let our Congress act to give meaning to the greatest good for the 
greatest number. We ask that our legislators have the courage and 
conviction to stand fast against the powerful pressures of those in- 
terests who would turn God’s works to dust; and the widsdom and 
foresight to act speedily and decisively so that future generations may 
go to Point Reyes National Seashore, undiminished in area, to ex- 
plore, to swim, to fish, to observe its birds and animals, to taste its 
salt air, and wonder at the beauty of it all, and feel close to and 
praise God, who made such things, and remember gratefully the 
86th Congress which saved such wonders for all generations. 

We thank you. 

Senator Moss. Well done. Weare proud of you. 

Mr. Saurn. Mr. Chairman, our next three witnesses will be Mr. 
Bert Dunshee, Hugh Cassidy, and William R. Davis. Mr. Dunshee 
= representing the Marin Audubon Society and the National Audubon 

ociety. 


STATEMENT OF BERTRAM K. DUNSHEE, REPRESENTING MARIN 
AUDUBON SOCIETY 


Mr. Dunsuer. Mr. Chairman, Senator Engle, Mr. Miller, and Mr. 
Callaghan, my name is Bertram K. Dunshee. I live in Ross, here in 
Marin County. I am here representing the Marin Audubon Society. 
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I feel rather minor after some of the introductions here representing 
memberships of up to 12,000 or 16,000 people. We have a member- 
ship of some 200 individuals. However, we are the Marin County 
branch of the National Audubon Society, which reputedly is the 
oldest and the largest conservation organization in the world. 

I was delighted yesterday to receive a copy of a letter which Carl W. 
Buchheister, president of the National Audubon Society, wrote to 
Mr. Callaghan requesting that the National Audubon Society be 
placed on record as endorsing the proposed legislation for the estab- 
lishment of the Point Reyes National Seashore. This improves my 
stature a great deal. 

My statement is short but nevertheless I will refrain from reading 
it. Instead I wish, Mr. Chairman, to express a personal view, not 
because it is mine personally, but I believe it represents the views 
and philosophy of many of our members and many hundreds of others 
in Marin County and who are interested and love the out of doors. 

I have made my home in Marin County for 40 years. During 
that time, my wife and my daughter have become well acquainted with 
the Point Reyes Peninsula and have been impressed with its many as- 
sets for public use. For many years we have sought a means of pro- 
viding for public access to, and use of, this area. This legislation, 
Mr. Chairman, if enacted into law, will be the culmination of that. 
You have an opportunity to act in the direction that many hundreds 
of us, many thousands, I believe, is a desirable one. On behalf of 
the Marin Audubon Society, and with the blessings of our parent 
organization, I urge your favorable action on Senate bill 2428. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Dunshee. Your statement, as well 
as the letter from the National Audubon Society, will be included 


in the record. 
(The statement and letter follow :) 


STATEMENT OF BERTRAM K. DUNSHEE, REPRESENTING MARIN AUDUBON SOCIETY 


Mr. Chairman, I am Bertram K. Dunshee of Ross, Calif., and I am here 
representing Marin Audubon Society. We are a group of approximately 200 
members comprising the Marin County Branch of National Audubon Society. 

As you know, National Audubon Society is the oldest and largest conservation 
organization in the world. We are dedicated to the advancement of public 
understanding of the value and need of conservation of soil, water, plants, and 
wildlife, and the relation of their intelligent treatment and wise use to human 
progress. 

We have visited Point Reyes Peninsula many times, including several visits, 
through the generosity of the owners, to the large ranches on the easterly side 
of Drake’s Bay not open to the public generally. We are well acquainted with 
its varied and relatively unspoiled habitat for native plants and animals of 
many sorts—from the seashore, through the grass and brush-covered slopes to 
the timbered uplands less than 2 miles from the shore. We can well believe 
the statements of competent observers that there can be found nowhere else 
in the country as near a large center of population such a diversity of scenic, 
recreation, ecologic, and geologic resources as we have on Point Reyes Peninsula. 

I have walked and lolled on the sandy beaches; clambered over the rocky 
headlands; strolled through the grassy meadows; and hiked in the hills. Some- 
times I have used camera or binoculars but more time, I think, has been spent 
in just drinking in the scenery of infinite variety, the bright sunshine, and the 
clean smog-free air, or gaining new energy from the unharnessed waves and 
invigorating wind and fog. I can testify that here, on Point Reyes Peninsula, 
within an easy drive of the homes of millions of people, lies an opportunity to 
dedicate to the perpetual use and enjoyment of the people of this Nation a 
recreation area of great diversity and of unique historic, ecologic, and geologic 
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importance that will benefit the physical health and spiritual well-being of our 
people for generations to come. 

The opportunity is here, but it will not linger. Already the timber is being 
felled. Bulldozers are creeping over the hills. Subdividers’ plans are being 
announced. ‘ 

On behalf of Marin Audubon Society I urge, Mr. Chairman, that you report 
favorably on S. 2428, by Senator Engle of California “* * * to establish the 
Point Reyes National Seashore, etc.” and that you use your influence on your 
colleagues in the Senate to assure its passage. 

Thank you. 


NATIONAL AUDUBON SOCIETY, 
New York, N.Y., April 5, 1960. 
Mr. RIcHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CALLAGHAN: The National Audubon Society wishes to be recorded 
as endorsing the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore Foundation which 
is to be the subject of a subcommittee hearing at Kentfield, Calif., on April 
14. 

Will you please see to it that a‘copy of this letter is included in the record 
of the hearing? 

Sincerely yours, 
CarL W. BUCHHEISTER, President. 


STATEMENT OF HUGH CASSIDY, SECRETARY, MARIN COUNTY 
LABOR COUNCIL 


Mr. Cassipy. My name is Hugh Cassidy, and I am secretary of the 
Marin eee Labor Council, AFL-CIO, of 701 Mission Avenue, San 
Rafael, Calif. The Marin County Labor Council is a central body of 


individual unions within the county, chartered by the AFL-CIO, and 
is the body which determines the poe ot and speaks for, approxi- 


mately 10,000 members of organized labor in the county. 

The development of organized labor in Marin County closely par- 
allels the development of Marin County itself. As the county has 
developed largely as a residential and agricultural area, the construc- 
tion and service industries are our largest employers. While we have 
urged an supported efforts to bring industry here, and will continue 
to do so, the matters of geography and available space for industry 
undoubtedly will influence the future employment picture. The nature 
of Marin County itself would make it appear that the optimum of 
employment opportunities will be reached in construction and manu- 
facturing fields. Therefore, we believe that the proposed Point Reyes 
National Seashore is not only a needed development for the county, 
but is an extension of the trend established here for many years. 

This trend is evident in the unions which comprise the Marin County 
Labor Council. Our members are employed mainly in construction 
and service. We feel that in future years the picture will continue 
to show our employment coming from service and construction. 

Many of us in organized labor in the county are natives. My own 
family has resided in San Rafael for some 75 years. Except for war- 
time service, I have never lived anywhere but Marin. 

We know that the population will grow and that the urban areas 
will spread. We are interested in development, but we are also in- 
terested in preserving the beauty of the area that we have known in 
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past years. We feel that the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore 
will be a recreational asset to Marin County. 

Letters have been directed to the Marin County Board of Super- 
visors, Senators Kuchel and Engle, and to Congressman Miller, statin 
our position. My appearance here today is a reiteration of organize 
labor’s position in support of the Point Reves National Seashore. 

We feel that unless action is taken to preserve the natural beauty of 
this area, in time it will be destroyed. Wilderness is easily destroyed— 
it cannot be restored. When it is gone, it is gone forever. At the 
present, lumbering of the stands of Douglas-fir is Rearing Je slopes 
of the mountains in the area. There is little access to the beaches and 
the recent actions in the adjacent Stinson Beach area indicate that 
access even along the tidal areas may be questioned. 

While the proposed development now under consideration is termed 
a “National seashore,” this council hopes that more than just the mar- 

in of the seashore will be encompassed within its boundaries. There 
is much natural beauty in the deeply wooded hills back from the shore 
line, and we hope that visitors will be able also to enjoy this scarcely 
touched wilderness region. 

Many other points raised in connection with this proposed national 
seashore will be discussed by other witnesses. I am here to present 
the viewpoint of organized labor. We are in favor of the proposed 
development. We wish our position to be noted in the record. We 
urge approval of the Point Reyes National Seashore. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM R. DAVIS 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, and ladies 
and gentlemen, my name is William R. Davis. I reside in San Fran- 
cisco, but I have properties in Marin County and all my children 
live here. 

This morning I heard a leading question propounded by Senator 
Engle, and I have waited all afternoon for a satisfactory answer to 
that question. Senator Engle asked: “If this place was so unde- 
sirable and was so downgraded, then why are they offering a thousand 
dollars an acre for this land?” I know the answer. I have been a 
subdivider myself and this terrain is going to be overrun by sub- 
divisions. For 50 years I have traveled that route. I go there every 
other week. We drive, because it is the only road left, Route No. 10, 
that goes up through Freestone and Tomales, et cetera, to the Russian 
River. It is the last route left that we have besides one other route 
in the Napa Valley, the Silverado Trail on the other side of the Napa 
Valley. Otherwise, all the places are impassible. 

Now there has been talk about fog on Tomales Bay. Well, I am 
going to speak as an expert on fog. I have lived in San Francisco 
all my life. And I reside over on the sea cliff right over the Golden 
Gate Straight and I wouldn’t sell my residence for the price of that 
park, because we love the fog. 

The gentleman from the Sierra Club took the words right out of 
my mouth. You have 65 miles of coastline, but they do not belong 
to Marin County alone. The people all to the east here in these hot 
valleys, the Sonoma Valley, Sacramento Valley, Napa Valley, the 
vast central valleys and Nevada and Utah, right to the crest of the 
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Rockies—they are entitled to access to the Pacific Ocean. That is 
part of the American heritage, the whole thing. 

-Now Iam a businessman. I have dealt in subdivisions and I have 
dealt in various kinds of properties. There has been talk about: Can 

eople and cattle mix? They have mixed since time immemorial. On 
Hig way No. 101 today there are some vast cattle ranches, not as 
much as there used to be, but there are some wonderful herds, and 
cars whiz by and those are just as contented as the cows that give 
contented milk. 

Now I asked a question the other night to Mr. McCarthy at a forum 
in Tiburon. I am going to ask that question again because the ques- 
tion was only partially answered. Mr. McCarthy begged the ques- 
tion to a certain extent, but I wish to defer that for a moment and 
speak of something in my sight that has been mentioned here today. 

San Francisco with its 29,000-plus acres—90 years ago a group of 
courageous, farsighted, dedicated men and women projected, con- 
ceived, and evolved the Golden Gate Park. What would San Fran- 
cisco be today without that Golden Gate Park? It has come to full 
fruition. Some of you can writeoff the park. You take it like the 
air you breathe, but don’t forget it wasn’t all here from the Spice 
Islands nor did it drop from out of heaven. It had to overcome al- 
most insurmountable obstacles the same as this project here today. 
I am asking you people who are in favor of this proposal to persevere 
and overcome all obstacles to make this thing eventually a reality and 
see it consummated. 

Conceive San Francisco, if you can, without that park—25-foot lots 
of 800,000 people. From the Presidio wall to Salinas they tell us there 
is going to be a strip city, and I believe it. I used to walk in this 
county in 1892. That is 68 years ago when I first walked in this 
county and saw the growth of it. Now I say that this project is parallel 
to the project of those heroic men and women when they completed 
the Golden Gate Park and saw it come to fulfillment. Now I am 
coming to the question I asked Mr. McCarthy the other night at the 
Tiburon forum. Mr. McCarthy stated, or purported that he repre- 
sented 40 people. Let us call them 40 householders. I asked him to 
reconcile that with the fact that in San Francisco thousands and thou- 
sands of people have been uprooted by the Federal housing develop- 
ment, the Housing Administration. I have several pieces of property 
in that area and also the companies I was with. We brought the 
papers to our lawyers and the deals were consummated. That was the 
mandate of the U.S. Government, and we all live under those laws. 
But 40 people, if that is all that Mr. McCarthy represents, they cannot 
hold up this project. 

Now I found out in the end, after all our fussing and fuming, that 
the compensation we received from the housing authority was ample 
and adequate. Every man thinks when he has a piece of land there 
is a gold mine under it or an oil well and he fusses and fumes, but 
Mare County lives under the same law that San Francisco lives 
under. 


There is a $41 billion highway program that has been passed by the 
Congress of the United States to be put into operation over a period 
of years. Thousands of people are going to be uprooted, but that is the 
law of our land today. Every city is going to have the blighted 
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districts torn down and done away with so new redevelopments can 


0 on. 
: Now they talk about the farmers here. Iam sorry forthem. I have 
every commiseration for them, but I know families in the western addi- 
tion that lived there 40, 50, and 60 years and had to obey the law of 
the land. I submit this, Mr. Chairman, that Marin County does not 
live under a divine law. They are not the Lord’s anointed. They have 
to obey the law of the land when it is justly executed and given sufli- 
cient and adequate compensation. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Satin. I might say that the previous speaker was not the Mr. 
Davis we had scheduled. We certainly have no objection, however, 
to having his testimony included in our behalf. 

The next scheduled witness is Mr. Kenneth Davis. 


STATEMENT OF W. KENNETH DAVIS, REPRESENTING POINT 
REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE FOUNDATION 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, members and guests of the committee, 
and ladies and gentlemen, my name is W. Kenneth Davis. I am a 
resident of San Rafael, Marin County. I am an engineering executive 
and an executive vice president of the Point Reyes National Seashore 
Foundation whom I am representing this afternoon. I do not have 
a prepared statement although I may take advantage of the Chair’s 
offer to submit one for the record within 10 days. 

I believe others have or will cover adequately the growth of popula- 
tion in California and the bay area, the disproportionate growth and 
the need for recreational facilities; the need for recreation areas and 
the suitability of the Point Reyes area for such use. I wish to make 
a few comments on some of the economic aspects, cover a few of the 
highlights without going into any greater statistical detail. 

We in the foundation recognize the difficult and complex prob- 
lems which are involved, not only of a national but also of a local 
nature, and the very different judgments which must be made. As Dr. 
Gustafson has said, we do not consider these things to be black and 
white. We are trying to consider the entire picture. We believe the 
National Park Service proposal is a good one and one which will be 
carried out equitably and with judgment by the park service. 

We are concerned about the impact on taxes, on economics, on the 
disruption of people, on things of this sort. As people have pointed 
out, even such things as Golden Gate Park might meet considerable 
opposition today. 

We think the proposal which has been presented for the use of the 
Point Reyes Peninsula makes a minimum impact on the rest of the 
country with respect to economics and taxes. Certainly the present 
use of the area is not very great in terms of its economic impact. We 
do not say that the amounts of money and taxes involved are in- 
significant. They are substantial sums of money, but I believe they 
must be compared with the total picture even in the county of Marin. 

The land area under consideration is a sixth of the total land area 


of Marin County. Yet, as was pointed out this morning, the tax base 
1s something only of the order of 1 percent of the total base of the 
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entire county and contributes even less than that to the total revenues 
toward the county budget. 

With the National Park Service plan for leasing back, only about 
one-half of 1 percent is involved, or one three-hundredths of the total 
county revenue. This area which is one-sixth of Marin County is re- 
sponsible for perhaps 1 to 2 percent of the county’s overall revenues 
and expenditures. So it is an area, from the economic point of view, 
of very intensive use. 

It seems extremely unlikely that the area will remain as it is or that 
it could perhaps be short of what is being presently. proposed. RCA is 
going to have to accept other neighbors. The question is: What kind? 
The people who presently own the land will be under pressure to sell 
it and all of the studies that many of us have seen shows the urban area 
is expanding far beyond the area we are talking about. So the ques- 
tion is, What will happen to the land and what will the effect be. Will 
it be used for recreation or a larger bedroom for San Francisco ? 

I am interested in this as a taxpayer. We are all interested in the 
local dislocations and problems. We are interested in the effect on 
economics. In connection with taxes, I think most of us tend to for- 
get that taxes are raised because there are expenses. Presumably the 
only reason we have taxes is because there are expenses. We have 
taxes to meet the expenses and not vice versa. When we talk about 
increases in taxes and decreases in taxes, we must talk about the in- 
creases and decreases in expenses. 

If we take some of the property off the tax rolls, there will be a 
decrease in expense. The relationship is the question. We don’t 
change one without the other. So even though the tax revenue re- 
duction under the park service plan would be small, it would be offset 
be reductions in cost, if not offset by gains in other sources which have 
not been taken into account. This would be true of the areas nearby 
as well as the general county area itself. 

The development of housing in Marin County has generally led to 
higher taxes. There are several examples of this, and looking at the 
present rates in areas which are highly developed, one can easily say 
that the taxes are substantially higher. As an illustration of this, I 
did a little figuring with the figures Mr. Broemmel presented this 
morning. Taking the case which is consistent with the National Park 
Service plan and changing the taxes as suggested by his table in case D, 
even in this case the taxes would not be as high as I now pay as a 
taxpayer in San Rafael. 

T am not wishing higher taxes on anybody, but I think this illus- 
trates the fact that you have low taxes in undeveloped areas and in 
general they become higher in more highly developed areas. 

It is difficult to accurately estimate the probable incremental county 
business, the increased tax base, the overall tax revenues, increased 
expenses and things of that sort. I will not attempt todo so. Much 
has already been submitted. \ 

I do believe that the almost universal conclusion is that the creation 
of a park such as is proposed would have an important economic 
advantage for the area in which it is located. The arguments are 
how much of an advantage, not whether there would be one. 

In talking about the economic development, again the question of 
what you are trying to achieve by economic development is primarily 
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a question of philosophy. On the other hand, I think everyone agrees 
that one would want an orderly and continuous economic expansion. 
There is certainly nothing inherent in the proposal for the park which 
would in any way mitigate against such an orderly and continuous 
economic expansion. It would not be a setback for the county. The 
question is whether you want the country to grow slowly or astronom- 
ically. Some may want it to grow rapidly; others may want it to stay 
as it is. I don’t believe any of us want to go down hill. 

One point that I think is important in looking at the economic 
effect is what one might call the transition period between the estab- 
lishment of a park and the time at which it might attain its full 
degree of utilization. I think one thing that is forgotten here is that 
even though there might be some acquisition of land, some interim 
period here, that the establishment of this park itself will call for a 
substantial investment in the facilities to make the park useful, and 
that the actual construction and furnishing of these facilities will in 
and of itself be a source of business for Marin County and for the 
local people, a source of business which will probably be substantially 
greater than could possibly be lost by this transition. 

In addition to that, there are the questions of the other facilities 
which would be provided privately. So I believe myself that the pre- 
ponderance of evidence is 1n the favor of the establishment of the park. 
There are many problems yet to be worked out, and I don’t believe 
that we or the park service or anyone else have all the answers, but we 
certainly believe it is a worthwhile thing and something that will 
be a great value to Marin County, the State, and the country. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I would be glad to answer any 
questions if there are any. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Davis, for a fine statement. 

Mr. Satin. We allotted a considerable amount of time to Mr. Davis 
because it was planned in advance that he would use a lot of figures 
that were presented here during the day, and synthesize them for 
everybody’s benefit which obviously had to be done orally. 

Our next three witnesses are Dr. Ira Wiggins, Dr. Robert Orr, and 
Dr. Paul Wilson. 


STATEMENT OF DR. IRA L. WIGGINS 


Dr. Wieetns. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the investigating 
committee, ladies and gentlemen, I do not have a prepared statement 
because I have just returned from an extended trip to an area which 
would be beautiful park potential land, if it were under the control 
of the United States; namely, Mexico. I have not had time to prepare 
a statement, but will do so in the near future. I wish now only to 
identify myself as Ira L. Wiggins, faculty member at Stanford 
University, member of the biology department. I speak as an indi- 
vidual and not representing the university. 

I wish only to make a very short statement and point out two things. 
One is the uniqueness of the character of the Point Reyes Peninsula and 
its marine environment and point out that there are animals and plants 
living there which you cannot find anywhere else on our seacoast. The 
value of these organisms in the educational scheme of the State and 
of the United States is beyond the highest figures that have been 
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quoted today, because if this area is preserved these organisms will be 
available for observation and study by the pupils of the elementary 
schools, high schools, colleges, and universities for a long extended 
period of time. ‘ 

Thank you. 

Mr. Satin. One of our witnesses has to leave, so I would like to call 
on Mr. Bourn Hayne. 


STATEMENT OF BOURN HAYNE, REPRESENTING THE POINT 
REYES SEASHORE FOUNDATION 


Mr. Hayne. Gentlemen of the committee, and ladies and gentlemen, 
my name is Bourn Hayne. I am an architect, and yesterday received 
a letter from the California Council of the American Institute of 
Architects asking me to serve on the newly formed committee on 
parks and recreational areas, so I shall accept that appointment. I 
am also a member of the Sierra Club, Save the Redwods League, and 
am now appearing as a representative of the Point Reyes Seashore 
Foundation. 

I wish to point out that on April 5 of this year I presented to the 
Marin County Board of Supervisors a petition aaa by 3,515 voters 
of Marin County and 96 others who were not of the county, which 
represented about 6 percent of the voters in the county in favor of 
Point Reyes Peninsula as a park. 


STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT ORR 


Dr. Orr. Senator Moss, members of the committee, and ladies and 
gentlemen, my name is Robert T. Orr. I am a vertebrate zoologist 
on the staff of both the California Academy of Sciences and the 
University of San Francisco. However, I am speaking as a private 
individual. 

My name is Robert T. Orr and although I am a vertebrate zoologist 
on the staff of both the California Academy of Sciences and the 
University of San Francisco I wish to express my personal opinion on 
the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore Area. 

The human population of central California is undergoing a rapid 
increase and will continue to do so in the future according to all esti- 
mates. This necessarily means the elimination of much of the habitat 
occupied by native species of vertebrates. Some natural areas are 
preserved locally in Federal, State and county holdings but the exces- 
sive usage to which they are presently subjected and the even greater 
usage anticipated in the future, if more recreational area is not pro- 
vided, will nullify such preserves. The proposed Point Reyes project, 
because of its size and location, offers an opportunity to protect many 
of these intangible wildlife values and at the same time benefit smaller 
parks in central California by reducing the pressure of usage. 

Few existing national parks can offer such a variety of vertebrate 
animals as the Marin County coast. Point Reyes is one of the best 
vantage points in this area to observe the Speterarer winter migration 
of California gray whales as these animals move south to have their 
young in Mexican waters. Steller sea lions are nearly always in sight 
from shore and as many as 1,000 California sea lions use the south 
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side of the point as a resting area outside of the breeding season. The 
elephant seal, which is known to very few persons because of its scar- 
city and habit of resting on offshore islands much farther south, has 
been seen here in recent years. I know of no other locality in this 
State where California murres nest on the mainland. In addition a 
colony of nearly 15,000 of these birds nests on a rocky islet at the tip 
of Point Reyes. Many other interesting water birds, including sea 
parrots, cormorants, and black brant are regularly seen here. South- 
western Marin County represents the end of the range of two little 
known but scientifically interesting North American mammals, the 
mountain beaver and the Pacific jumping mouse. It might be men- 
tioned that the Marin populations of these two species are sufficiently 
different as to be recognized as separate subspecies. Better known are 
many of the larger mammals, including deer, bobcats, badgers, gray 
foxes, and coyotes. 

I have confined my remarks briefly to a few of the larger and more 
conspicuous vertebrates. However, it is the interesting combination 
of marine and land organisms in a remarkable scenic and as yet rela- 
tively unspoiled area close to a major population center, that seems to 
justify efforts to make it a national park. 

Some years ago I was a member of the National Park Service and 
since then I have visited most of the national parks in the United 
States and some in Canada. I think I can safely say that few exist- 
ing parks can offer such a variety of vertebrate animals as Marin 
County does. 


STATEMENT OF DR. PAUL T. WILSON, FIRST VICE PRESIDENT, 
MARIN CONSERVATION LEAGUE 


Dr. Witson. My name is Paul T. Wilson. I am speaking as a rep- 
resentative of the Marin Conservation League. The Marin Conserva- 
tion League has at present about 500 members. We organized in 1934 
to conserve and protect the natural and scenic assets of Marin County, 
to preserve the wildlife, beaches, and forests, and to conduct educa- 
tion in the matter of their use and conservation. In the quarter cen- 
tury since then, we feel we have been pretty much on the forefront of 
this movement here in the county. 

As I sat back there and saw what was going on here, I thought 
of the very first project which we had, which was the origin of Drake’s 
Bay Beach when members here in the county, private members, 
thought that would be a good place to get a little beach for the 
public. That was obtained, and then next Stinson Beach was ob- 
tained. There were hearings, objections. Then later on it was Tomales 
Bay Beach. These all ‘went through the same process that we are 
having right here today, and there were many things brought up 
against it. 

Now as we look back at those, there are thousands of people using 
those beaches. I think figures show that over 1 million visitations 
in the State parks last year, quite a period. So these things that were 
hesitatingly put in at one time are now accepted and used. 

I know the time is short here and many people have said things I 
would like to say, but if we could look back at it, if we could judge 
these things in view of a quarter of a century from now, we could 
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probably make the most wise decision. It seems to me that is the kind 
of judgment we need here, to try to project ourselves and look back 
at what would have been the best thing for our county and for our 
Nation. 
I will leave my formal statement with you. 
Senator Moss. It will be included in full. Thank you very much. 
(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Pau T. WILSON, First VICE PRESIDENT OF THE MARIN CONSERVA- 
TION LEAGUE 


My name is Paul T. Wilson. I am speaking as a representative of the Marin 
Conservation League. 

The Marin Conservation League strongly supports the idea of preserving a 
national seashore recreational area on. the Point Reyes Peninsula. 

At the present time the Marin Conservation League has about 500 members. 
It was organized in 1934 to “conserve and protect the natural and scenic assets 
of Marin County * * * to preserve the wildlife, beaches, and forests * * * and 
to conduct education in the matters of their use and conservation. In the quar- 
ter century since our founding we have been actively furthering these objec- 
tives. 

Planned recreation in Marin has been ever enlarging in its scope; probably 
because we have such a remarkable county. At first the county, through its 
board of supervisors spent county tax money on acquiring desirable recreation 
land for county beaches and parks. These beaches and parks then became very 
popular, not only with Marin County citizens but with great numbers of persons 
from outside the county. They heard about what we had and came to see. Then 
the State took over these county projects and added to them. Again the visita- 
tions increased. In i959 California State Parks Commission reported over 1 
million visitors in their five parks in Marin County. 

Now there is the opportunity of getting the most desirable area of all, much 
of the Point Reyes Peninsula. This is a region that compares well with any of 
our national parks in its scenic and recreational values. It is something worth 
preserving for the whole Nation to use and enjoy. The utilization of its pos- 
Sibilities seems beyond the capacities of either county or State to acquire. And, 
if it is of national value it should be nationally supported and administered. 

Many characteristics of the Point Reyes area will be discussed in detail by 
others. Here we will only list some of the outstanding considerations. 

1. This region has varied attractions: striking seascapes, unique associa- 
tions of plants and animals, interesting geology, and dramatic history. 

2. It is easily accessible to millions of people. Most of our national parks are 
far from centers of population but Point Reyes Peninsula is in the middle of 
the second most populous State of the Nation. 

3. Most of the cost would be applied to acquiring the land itself. There are 
few buildings or public utilities to be paid for. 

4. Acquisition now would cause inconvenience to a minimum number of per- 
sons since much of the land is in large holdings. It would be hoped that through 
some leaseback arrangement many of the landholders could be left on their 
ranches indefinitely and that the others could stay until they had time to make 
proper arrangements elsewhere. 

If this land can be secured at a reasonable price and with a minimum of dis- 
location of people now seems the time to act and the Marin Conservation League 
therefore strongly urges immediate action to make the Point Reyes region into 
a national seashore area. 


Mr. Satin. Since Dr. Orr is a vertebrate zoologist, I thought I 
would make a brief comment about the fact that notwithstanding 
what some of the opponents of the project said previously, that when 
the committee took their trip out there yesterday I think they saw 
quite a bit of wildlife, including bobcats and a mountain lion, so wild- 
life is certainly out there. 

Our next three witnesses are Mr. Rex Dietderich, Mrs. Stanley Dick, 
and Mr. Richard Ellefsen. 
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STATEMENT OF REX DIETDERICH, REPRESENTING CENTRAL 
CALIFORNIA COUNCIL OF DIVING CLUBS, INC. 


Mr. Drerpertcu. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen of the committee, my 
name is Rex Dietderich, and I am from Berkeley, representing the 
Central California Council of Diving Clubs, Inc. This is a club of 
sport divers and we skin dive in the ocean, Marin County and San 
Mateo County mostly, although some of the divers go up into Sonoma 
County. There are over 330 clubs. 

All the material I have has been gone over, and I only have one or 
two points to make. One is that I don’t believe the currents around 
the Drake’s Bay area are as dangerous as some of the men have painted 
them. I dive at Drake’s Bay and Tomales Bay and other places along 
there, and I have never run across a current which would be really 
deadly to a diver. 


Other than that, I think it is a wonderful thing for a park. It will 
be great for our children for generations to come. 
(The statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF THE CENTRAL CALIFORNIA COUNCIL oF Divina CLuBs, INC. 


We vitally need the Point Reyes National Seashore for two major reasons, 
from the point of view of the Skin Divers of Central California. 

First, we need the Point Reyes National Seashore for the recreation and en- 
joyment of our members, their families and their children. Divers now have 
very few places where they can dive without crossing private land to get to 
the ocean. As the population grows, more and more land on the ocean fronts 
is being shut off to us by private developments, commercial enterprises, and 
private homes. 

The way the situation is now, there are very few places where we can get to 
the water at desirable diving spots without a very long drive, and even most 
of these places are on private property. We feel that a national seashore would 
be a fabulous place for the people of the bay area to dive, camp, fish, and 
hike the hills and woods, and would open up a wonderful recreation area to the 
people of the entire Nation as well, an area which can be enjoyed by the 
average-income family. 

Secondly, we need the Point Reyes National Seashore as a training ground 
for service organization divers. Many of our members are members of police 
and fire departments and rescue organizations such as the Alameda County 
Sheriff’s Underwater Rescue Unit. These organizations aid in searching for 
evidence, recovering bodies, cars and other objects, as well as rescue. 

Accordingly, we feel that our membership forms a basic manpower pool of 
trained divers who are available for the public use and even for national defense. 

How do these facts relate to Point Reyes? Simply because divers need a place 
to train and practice. Experience in various underwater environments is 
vital as well as frequent practice. Point Reyes is ideal, being only 30 miles 
north. 

We feel that we may be able to offer real service to the national seashore 
in the form of rescue, possibly fish counting, and even transplantation services 
for the fish and game department. 

We need the Point Reyes project to enable our families to enjoy the wonders 
of nature which are present at Point Reyes, such as the redwoods, the ocean, 
the beaches, and campsites. 

If we do not set aside a national seashore now, the growing population will 
take up all the remaining seashore land. The natural beauty will be lost, wild- 
life will disappear and there will be no national seashore park for the countless 
millions who will inhabit the bay area and the United States 40 or 50 years 


from now. 
STATEMENT OF MRS. STANLEY V. DICK 


Mrs. Dicx. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, and ladies 
and gentlemen, I am Mrs. Stanley Dick. My husband, Stanley Dick, 
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is a lumberman. He was born and brought up in Washington State 
and has spent most of his adult life in the lumber business. His 
statement is on file, but he was unable to be here so I will try to re- 
iterate a couple of the points he made in his letter. 

For the last 3 or 4 years he has been increasingly—may I say that 
it is not inconsistent in a lumberman to also be a conservationist—he 
has been very disturbed by the lumbering operations on the Point 
Reyes Peninsula. He has talked a lot to his family and then when 
he heard about the Point Reyes Foundation he immediately wrote a 
letter. The two factors that distressed him the most were: That this 
was not a merchandisable crop. They have many limbs, and he thinks 
that it is not only economically but spiritually a catastrophe to cut a 
virgin forest for this kind of lumber. This distresses him as a 
lumberman. 

The second point is, and I will read this: 


Because of the grain and texture of this lumber it is entirely unsuitable 
for storage in a lumberyard. The sun and heat, of which we have an abund- 
ance, causes the lumber to warp, twist, and cup to the point where it is not 
usable. 

It has been shipped direct to housing tracts where it can be nailed up at once 
resulting in a house of questionable quality. 

He tells me that reputable dealers would not stock their lumber in 
their yards because it splits and at to where it is unfit. So there 
is a further injury to the people who buy these houses. 

That’s his statement, and I would like to say as a mother, for all 
the mothers of children, we have heard all about economics. I just 
want to say that it is very difficult to measure the economic value of a 


redwood tree or a ee first fish in a natural lake, the first fish he 


catches. Also, this is like the blind man’s feeling of theelephant. We 
have all heard interpretations of this climate. One blind man felt 
the nose, another the tail, and a third the side. One thought it was a 
serpent, one thought it was a stone wall. We have been in Bolinas 
oa. aal this area, especially the southern end, during many many 
summers and many many days I have spent all Easter vacation in 
that area with my children. They were swimming in Tomales Bay 
Tuesday when we were there. I can’t agree with this estimate we 
have heard of the climate. 

Thank you. 

(The statement of Mr. Dick follows:) 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY V. Dick 


I have been a resident of Marin County for the past 12 years. My occupation 
for the past 23 years has been lumbering, in the retail, wholesale, and manu- 
facturing branches of the business, both in California and the State of Washing- 
ton. I am well familiar with the lumber that has been produced and sold 
from timber on the Bolinas Ridge and I would like to present my views on this 
lumber. 

1. Practically 100 percent of the lumber produced from these trees, no matter 
how large the tree, is extremely coarse-grained lumber. 

2. Because of the grain and texture of this lumber it is entirely unsuitable 
for storage in a lumberyard. ‘The sun and heat, of which we have an abundance, 
causes the lumber to warp, twist, and cup to the point where it not usable. 

3. It has been shipped direct to housing tracts where it can be nailed up at 
once resulting in a house of questionable quality. 

Due to the above observations and because of the proximity of this beautiful 
forest area to the greater bay area, I strongly urge that this forest be acquired 
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and become a part of the Point Reyes National Seashore Area and be set aside 
for all time as a recreation area. 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD A. ELLEFSEN 


Mr. Extersen. My name is Richard A. Ellefsen, and I am appear- 
ing as a private individual in this hearing. I am employed as a 
research geographer with International Urban Research, Institute of 
International Studies, University of California, Berkeley, Calif. My 
interest in the Point Reyes question stems from a personal background 
in dairying and the writing of a master’s thesis in geography entitled 
“Displacement of Dairy Land by Subdivision Encroachment in the 
San Francisco Bay Area.” 

My research on the dairy industry in Marin County has revealed the 
following: 

The relative importance of Marin County as a producer of market 
milk for the bay area has declined in recent years because of the 
increased importation of milk from more distant points in Sonoma 
County, and Central Valley counties. The advantage of being close 
to market is no longer as important with more rapid and efficient 
means of transport available from areas where cost of milk production 
is lower than it isin Marin County. 

The dairy industry in Marin has been undergoing a transition in 
the last 20 years because of the growth of urban communities in the 
eastern part of thecounty. Dairy farms that were located in southern 
Marin and along U.S. 101 sold their holdings to subdividers and 
builders. 

As a result of these units going out of business plus an increased 
general demand for milk in the bay area, dairy farms in west Marin — 
were encouraged to convert their operations from production of grade 
B manufacturing milk to the more lucrative production of grade A 
market milk. They then came under contract systems with the dis- 
tributors and were required to maintain steady year-round produc- 
tion. This meant the heavier importation of expensive hay and grain 
from the Central Valley and a consequent increase in production costs. 
Thus, milk production continued even though the operations were not 
as profitable as in other areas. 

Intensification of production, along with conversions served to 
maintain total milk production at about the same level from 1946 to 
1956, even though some 40 farms went out of business. 

My findings of the recent adjustments made by the county’s dairy 
industry lead me to believe that the loss of the Point Reyes dairies, 
with their estimated 15 percent of the total market milk production 
of the county, will be compensated for by the movement of herd and 
contract to sites in others parts of west Marin. This sort of thing 
happened during the period from 1951 to 1956 when although the 
number of market milk producers dropped from 136 to 117, the num- 
ber of market milk cows stayed almost exactly the same, 

In conclusion then, it is my belief that the use of the land of Point 
Reyes for recreation purposes would not damage the agricultural 
economy of the county; would not reduce the total amount of milk 
produced; and would have no effect on the bay area’s milk supply. 

I would like ot have presented for the record some additional facts. 

Senator Moss. They may be printed at this place in the record. 
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(The facts referred to follow :) 


APPENDIX TO STATEMENT 


Quotations concerning Marin County extracted from my unpublished M.A. 
thesis. “Displacement of Dairy Land by Subdivision Encroachment in the San 
Francisco Bay Area,” 1958, available from Clark University Library on inter- 
library loan, Clark University, Worcester, Mass. 

Pages 87-88: After being picked up by tank trucks, the milk is taken to dis- 
tributors for processing in San Francisco. It is there disseminated among 13 
different distributors, 7 of whom sell over 5,000 gallons of fluid milk daily. All 
of the distributors in San Francisco get milk from Marin County. These in- 
clude Arden Farms, Marin-Dell, Green Glen, Glen Maid, Challenge, Golden 
State, Borden Dairy Delivery Co., Spreckles-Russell, Carnation, and Lakeside. 
The largest of these distributors in the county, Marin-Dell, gets milk from 16 
of the county’s 117 market milk-producing dairies. According to the reports 
issued by the distributors to the Crop and Livestock Reporting Service there 
are seven distributors in San Francisco that report average daily sales of 
over 5,000 gallons of fluid milk. Marin-Dell which falls in this over-5,000 cate- 
gory gets an average of 8,900 gallons a day from producers in Marin County. 

Page 100: The effect of the war:is manifested in the difference between the 
1941 map and the 1946 map. There is an overall increase in the total number of 
dairies, a direct result of the increased demand for milk by war workers and 
the military. Many of the dairies represented came into production of market 
milk as a result of the granting of war emergency permits. In total figures there 
is an increase of 2,791 cows milking from 1941 to 1946. 

Pages 105-107: After the climax in total number of dairies and total number of 
cows milked had been reached in 1951, a declining picture is seen represented 
on the 1956 map. Though the number of dairies has declined by 19, the number 
of cows milking has gone down by only 364. This increases the average num- 
ber of cows milking per dairy from 114 in 1951 to 128 in 1956, and reflects the 
trend throughout the Nation toward consolidation of farms. In this case, how- 
ever, it is partly due to the retirement from the competitive scene by individual 
dairymen with small holdings who sold out to urban land use. Other well- 
established dairies in west Marin have increased their size as a ready market 
became available. 

The number of dairies in west Marin has even increased since 1951. Mostly, 
there are notably a few more in the Tomales area in the northwest corner of 
the county. With the full potential of conversions nearly reached it is not ex- 
pected that there will be many more new dairies dotting future maps. 

Pages 116-117: As would be expected, after studying the previous series of 
maps, the centers of gravity have moved dramatically over a vast distance 
from the southeast to the northwest. There has been a total accumulated 
movement of 9.2 miles over the 15 years. Figured in an axis from the southwest 
running toward the northwest there has been a movement of 8.1 miles. This is 
indeed considerable in a county that is only roughly 24 miles wide and 45 miles 
long. 

A more thorough understanding of the situation may be gained from analyz- 
ing the direction and extent of the movements from 1 year period to the next. 
From 1941 to 1946 there was a movement from toward the northwest of 2.7 miles. 
Compared with a movement of 4.3 miles from 1946 to 1951 the move seems fairly 
small. The move represents the affect of an increase in dairies in west Marin 
that were brought into production on war emergency permits. That the center 
didn’t move any farther is because there was as yet not much decline in the 
number of dairies in east Marin. And most of the east Marin dairies showed 
an increase in herd size as a result of the war. Also because of the war there 
was no building activity. The age of the subdivision had not yet arrived. The 
dairies in southeastern Marin helped to hold in check the influence of newly 
converted dairies in west Marin. 

In the period from 1946 to 1951 there is observable an impressive move of 
4.3 miles. Unlike the previous period the dairies of east Marin were no longer 
holding their own and there was even less pull on their part to slow the increased 
pull exerted by the increased sizes of existing dairies and the new dairies of 
west Marin. The number of dairies in the Tomales Bay area increased greatly 
to help bring the center westward, while the Tomales dairies pulled the center 
in a northward direction. 
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In the final movement from 1951 to 1956 the center makes a move toward 
the southwest. The total distance in this move is 2.2 miles. That it represents 
less of a move than the previous period is partly a result of the increase in impor- 
tance of dairies in the center part of the map in the Nicasio area. Too, the 
dairies south of Tomales Bay increased in size individually which tended to 
move the average figure. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Ellefson. 

Mr. Satin. We have three more witnesses who will appear in person 
after which I have a few statements to place in the record. We will 
call successively Mr. Felix Warburg, Dr. Malcolm Finley, and Mrs. 
Robin Galloway. 


STATEMENT OF FELIX WARBURG 


Mr. Warsure. Gentlemen, I don’t have a prepared statement. 
There are just a couple of observations I would like to make. I am 
an architect and a property owner in the Bolinis area immediately 
to the south of the area under consideration. I am also a member of 
the citizens’ committee which is presently preparing or assisting the 
a commission in preparing the master plan for Bolinis and 

tinson Beach directly adjacent to the park land to the south. 

I wanted to say a couple of things about the weather since all we can 
do is talk about it and everybody else has. The question of whether 
this area is foggy or not, I don’t feel makes any difference at all. 
There are those who like fog, those who don’t. There are people in 
the middle of this country who would be glad to come to a place in 
the middle of summer where it is foggy and cool. The number of 
visitors who come to San Francisco is not diminished by the city’s 


being air-conditioned. If anything, I think it increases the number 
of people who come there. 

_ Another thing about the fog, I would like to mention that because 
it is fogey it is not necessarily cold. Statistics will show that as far as 


frost and snow goes, this area is completely free of that. I believe 
on the record there are some 5 calendar days a year in which there is 
possibly any frost in that area. Many times when it is foggy and 
the sun is above the fog, it is actually quite warm. You can get a 
beautiful sunburn on a foggy day. 

Someone mentioned previously Point Reyes having a bad climate 
in connection with Nantucket Island. The weather has certainly 
never been a deterrent. Anyone who has ever tried to get on a train 
headed for Nantucket will know that people are glad to escape from 
the heat to go to the fog. 

I would like to talk also for just 1 minute on the methods which 
we are contemplating here in acquiring land. It seems to me, and 
I studied everything available on the subject, that the scenic easement 
method, which I might point out has been introduced into the Cali- 
fornia Legislature by Senator Fred Farr from Monterey, this bill if 
it can be worked out in its details seems to me is an equitable and 
fair thing. The only thing that it deprives the owner of the land of 
is the possibility of changing the land use from existing agriculture to 
some other use, If a man is sincerely interested in continuing to farm 
his land, this bill will help. If he is not sincere, if he states that this 
is what he wants to do when he really wants to wait until he can sub- 
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divide the land for profit at a future date, then the bill will work 
him a hardship. 

Lastly, I would like to speak on a matter of planning in general. I 
think the Cape Cod area is a good demonstration of an attempt to 
plan for the use of the greatest number of people when the time has 
for that unfortunately slipped by, when you have masses of popula- 
tion, seven or eight unincorporated communities in your path, ob- 
stacles which are practically insurmountable. We are dealing here 
with an area that is as yet undeveloped. 

I am relatively new to California. I have been here 7 years. One 
of the things that interests me is that there are many undeveloped 
areas and that we have an opportunity to go into an area and do some- 
thing right for all the people the first time and not have to come back 
later with great pain and difficulty and acquire what.is rightfully the 
heritage of all. 


STATEMENT OF DR. MALCOLM FINLEY 


Dr. Finutey. Mr. Chairman, I speak for myself and for what I be- 
lieve is the economic interest and development of Marin County. 

I am Dr. Malcolm Finley, resident of San Rafael and one-fifth part 
owner of 780 acres on the east shore of Bolinis Bay that runs from the 
bay to the top of the bridge, running north and south. This prop- 
erty was bought in the latter part of January 1959, a little over a year 
ago. A few weeks ago, about 14 months later, we were offered 75 
percent more for this property than we paid for it. 

I present this because I think it is an indication, a realistic fact, of 
what will happen to the tax base in Marin County once this park is 
established. With just talk about it which has been happening for the 
last year, the property in that area has increased 75 percent. I will 
leave it to the Senate committee and others in this county as to what 
will happen to property not only in that area but in Marin County to 
a less degree, and our tax base will be definitely increased all out of 
proportion to the small 1 percent or one-half of 1 percent that we 
might lose in the establishment of this park. 

t thank you. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Dr. Finley. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. ROBIN GALLOWAY, REPRESENTING ROSS 
VALLEY COUNCIL OF PARENTS AND TEACHERS 


Mrs. Gattoway. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am 
Mrs. Robin Galloway and I live here in Kentfield. As an individual 
- [am active in PTA and for 2 years served as president of the Camp- 
fire Girls in Marin County. I also belong to the Sierra Club and have 
for many years. I am, however, representing the PTA for Ross 
Valley. 

I eat like to read this statement because it presents a little dif- 
ferent view than has been presented so far. 

Believing that natural woodland and seashore areas are essential 
to the education and well-being of people, Ross Valley Council of 
Parents and Teachers endorses the acquisition of some of the Point 
Reyes Peninsula as a national seashore area. 
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By amicable arrangement with landowners now there, this area can 
be preserved for the enjoyment and education of this and future gen- 
erations. These natural areas have to be preserved now before com- 
mercial development takes them from us. 

Point Reyes would be particularly accessible for family life and 
youth group recreation. The Camp Fire Girls, Girl Scouts, and Boy 
Scouts, as well as other youth groups, are finding it increasingly diffi- 
cult to locate natural scenic areas to carry on their outdoor education 
programs. 

The public schools have found it particularly effective in natural 
science education to take a whole class of the sixth, seventh, or eighth 
grades out in a camping situation for a whole week. This is already 
very successful in San Diego and Mendocino Counties and we hope 
will become more so in central California. 

A national seashore area on the Point Reyes Peninsula would per- 
mit fishing, camping, hiking, and nature trails to be developed ; science 
and conservation studies to be carried on especially in the tide pool life. 

The Ross Valley Council of Parents and Teachers consists of 16 
individual units with a total of 4,448 members. Our national policy 
is to work for the welfare of children and youth. 

We thank the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs for their 
efforts in helping to acquire a national seashore area on the Point 
Reyes Peninsula. 

I also have a communication here from the Lagunitas Parent- 
Teachers Association which I would like to leave for you. 

(The letter follows :) 

LAGUNITAS PARENT-TEACHERS ASSOCIATION, 


San Geronimo, Calif., April 12, 1960. 
Re Point Reyes National Seashore proposal. 
Mr. RIcHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Stir: At the regular monthly meeting held April 6, 1960, the Lagunitas 
Parent-Teachers Association passed a resolution to support the effort to pre- 
serve a portion of the Point Reyes Peninsula in public ownership for recreation 
use through the establishment of the Point Reyes National Seashore in the 
State of California. 

It is hoped you will give consideration to this expression from residents of 
a neighboring community. 

Respectfully submitted. 

HELEN G. GILSTRAP, 
Corresponding Secretary. 

Mr. Sain. I think we have a summary, then we will be through 
with the proponents. First of all, I would like to place two state- 
ments into the record that I have here. One is from Judge Richard 
M. Sims, Jr., judge of the municipal court here in Marin County. He 
has been a member of the board of directors of the Marin Council of 
Boy Scouts for the last 10 years and was president from 1950 to 1959. 
We would like his statement to appear on the record in our behalf. 

(The statement follows :) 

TIBURON, CALIF., April 12, 1960. 
U.S. SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Olney Hall, College of Marin, 
Kentfield, Calif. 

GENTLEMEN: I have been requested by a member of the Point Reyes National 
Seashore Foundation to express my views upon the establishment of a national 
reservation in the Point Reyes area. 


55881—60——15 
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I have lived in the San Francisco Bay area since my birth almost 50 years ago. 
During that time I have observed the inroads which the growth of population 
has made on our natural scenic beauties. I would like to think that the area in 
question would always remain as it is today and that we would be assured that 
there would be ample recreational spaceS available for our growing population 
in the future. Experience, however, indicates that progress, if unchecked and 
uncontrolled, makes it impossible to act economically for the acquisition of rec- 
reational areas once the population has rushed in. : 

I understand that in the foreseeable future there will be new and better high- 
ways opening up the area in question and the contest will then not be between 
cows and conservationists but between subdividers and conservationists. 

It is my considered opinion that the growing population of the bay area and 
the interior valleys will in the future utilize the Point Reyes area for the pur- 
poses suggested. ‘ ie 

As a citizen of this county I am, of course, interested in its economic stability. 
From the present data, it is difficult to determine the impact of public ownership 
upon the tax structure of the county. I understand that studies are underway 
to resolve this question and, unless it can be demonstrated that the proposed 
public use will be unduly detrimental to the economy of the county, this factor 
should not be a deterrent. 

I can fully appreciate the views of the landowners in the area. It would 
appear from the newspaper accounts of the present proposal that every effort is 
being made to protect their present way of life and livelihood, and I believe that 
all steps consistent with the public interest in the area should be taken to that 
end. 

Very truly yours, 
R. M. Sims, Jr. 

Mr. Satin. I also have a statement printed here and signed by Jerry 
Kohl on behalf of the Citizens for Regional Recreation and Parks in 
the San Francisco Bay area. I would like to place this in your hands, 
also. 

Then we have a number of statements from people who as far as I 
know have already handed in their statements to Mr. Callaghan or 
have them in the room. A couple of them are not here and we ask 
permission to catch up with those statements in the next 10 days if we 
may. 

_ Mrs. Francis Owens has a statement from the Tamalpais Conserva- 
tion Club. If she will hand her statement to Mr. Callaghan, it will be 
placed in the record. 

Mr. John Penfold, I believe, has filed a statement for the Isaak 
Walton League of America, Inc. 

Miss Cicely Christy has a statement on behalf of the Bay Area 
Chapter of the Sierra Club. 

Mr. Frederic Gunsky filed a statement on behalf of the camping 
section of the Sierra Club. 

Mr. William Morse has filed a statement on behalf of the Wildlife 
Management Institute. 

Mr. Dexter C. Tight also has filed a statement. He represents the 
San Francisco Junior Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. William S. Picher has an additional statement from the Audu- 
bon Society which we would like to be able to include in the official 
private testimony here. 

There are others that we would like permission to secure statements 
from. These people were not able to be here today. 


Senator Moss. All of those statements will be placed in the record 
at this point. 
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(The statements are as follows :) 


CITIZENS FOR REGIONAL RECREATION AND PARKS 
IN THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA, 
Berkeley, Calif., April 14, 1960. 
Senator FRANK Moss, 
Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Drak SENATOR Moss: The Citizens for Regional Recreation and Parks in the 
San Francisco Bay area welcome this opportunity to speak to you and through 
you to the Congress of the United States. 

Our council, through its individual members, represents many citizen groups 
already active in this field in the nine counties of the bay area. However, with 
exploding population and intensive urbanization now going on, we are being forced 
to realize many park and recreational problems and needs are regional in nature. 

It is therefore highly appropriate that we speak with one voice in support of 
the proposal to create a national seashore recreational area on the Point Reyes 
Peninsula. 

The economic study for which Congress appropriated $15,000 is not yet suf- 
ficiently complete to give us the facts on which to base a carefully considered 
judgment. But in largeness of vision and broad principle, there can be no doubt 
of the human value to be achieved by this magnificent proposal. 

Certainly, of one economic fact there can be no doubt—where recreational 
facilities are well planned, developed, and maintained, economic uses like motels, 
gas stations, and high quality residential developments spring up in surround- 
ing areas and bring with them revenue to the community which pay far better 
than tract housing. 

We hope the dairies and other present uses will continue to flourish on Point 
Reyes if it becomes a park. Cows need green pastures to live but even more 
essential are green pastures of space and beauty on which human beings can 
be nourished when they escape for brief holidays from crowded cities. This 
is a higher social and economic use, we believe, for the land on the Point Reyes 
Peninsula. 

We therefore strongly urge favorable action by your committee and by the 


Congress of the United States in approving the bills which would preserve this - 
area for a national seashore park. 
Very truly, 


JERRY KOHL. 


STATEMENT OF Mrs. FRANCIS OWEN 


Iam Mrs. Francis Owen. I live in Kentfield and I am on the board of directors 
of the Tamalpais Conservation Club, which has a membership of 1,000 persons. 

Our organization believes wholeheartedly that Point Reyes and the designated 
adjacent areas be made the Point Reyes National Seashore Recreation Area. 
In order to help this become a reality, we have already donated money to the 
Point Reyes National Seashore Foundation, urged our members to write to 
their Senators and Congressmen, and allowed other associations, which favors 
this action, to use our mailing lists. 

We feel that the idea of national seashore areas is a magnificent concept. It 
is timely, sensible, and enlightened in view of the bursting population and scarcity 
of open land. 

We feel that the present.owners of the ranches in this area should be properly 
compensated for the loss of title to their land, and that they should be permitted 
to continue undisturbed their present ranching operations. In order that this 
be accomplished, we feel that all development, including roads, should be made 
with utmost care and consideration of their rights, privacy, and ability to ranch 
profitably. 

Further, we feel that these ranches are an integral part of the extraordinary 
beauty of this area and should be valued as part of the landscape itself. 

We urge that laws prohibiting lumbering and housing developments in this 
area be immediate and rigid. 

We think it possible and desirable that these 53,000 acres be indeed “An Island 
in Time.” 





222 POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


TAMALPAIS CONSERVATION CLUB, 
San Francisco, Calif., April 6, 1960. 
Mr. RicHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. * 

DreaR Mr. CALLAGHAN: The directors of the Tamalpais Conservation Club 
represent the major hiking and conservation clubs in the San Francisco Bay 
area and therefore we feel that we can speak for their members in matters 
pertaining to conservation. This wide representation enables us to understand 
the recreational needs of this consolidated community. 

We base our recommendation for the creation of the Point Reyes National 
Seashore Area on two factors pertaining to the probable use of the land after 
it is incorporated into the National Park Service. 

We have just received a report from the California Public Outdoor Recrea- 
tion Plan Committee which included the information that people will travel 
40 miles each way to enjoy a single day of outdoor enjoyment. A large per- 
centage of our local population lives within the 40-mile radius that includes 
the Point Reyes Peninsula, and additional homes are being built within this 
circle at an alarming rate. 

At the same time the improvement in roads and vehicles, plus the crowded 
condition of local facilities, have been forcing the enlargement of the circle. 
Each time the normal traveling radius is enlarged by a single mile the poten- 
tial use of Point Reyes Peninsula is increased by tens of thousands. 

Knowing that the Point Reyes Peninsula meets the standards of the National 
Park Service to a greater extent than any other section of our coast, we wish 
to be on record as favoring the incorporation of the Point Reyes Peninsula 
into the National Park Service system. 

We request that this letter be made a part of the official record of the hear- 
ing to be held in Marin County, Calif., on April 14. 


Respectfully yours, 
EsMOND D. MILSNER, President. 


City oF BERKELEY, CALIF., RESOLUTION No. 37,751-N.S. 


Supporting in principle a proposal to establish a national seashore park on 
the Point Reyes Peninsula in Marin County, Calif. 

Be it resolved by the Council of the City of Berkeley as follows: 

Whereas legislation has been introduced in both Houses of Congress to estab- 
lish a national seashore park on the Point Reyes Peninsula in Marin County, 
Calif. ; and 

Whereas there is a deficiency of public shoreline recreation areas in the 
San Francisco Bay area in relation to the existing and future population of 
said area; and 

Whereas the proposal for the establishment of the Point Reyes National Sea- 
shore Park will provide a variety of needed shoreline and scenic recreation 
facilities available to the citizens of Berkeley as well as to citizens of the 
entire San Francisco Bay area: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That this council hereby supports in principle the proposal to 
establish a national seashore park on the Point Reyes Peninsula in Marin 
County, Calif. 

Adopted by the Council of the City of Berkeley by the following vote: 

Ayes: Councilmen DeBonis, Harris, Kent, May, Richards, Stone, Thomas, 
and President Hutchison. 

Noes: None. 


Absent: Councilman Beckley. 
CLAUDE B. HutTcHIson, 


Mayor and President of the Council. 


Attest: 
Naomi E. HEss, 


City Clerk and Clerk of the Council.. 
Dated: April 5, 1960. ‘ 
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STATEMENT OF THE IzAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, INC., MARIN COUNTY, 
CALIF. 


Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to voice our support of the 

principles and purposes of S. 2428 to establish the Point Reyes National Shoreline 
Area. 
Mindful that this hearing is scheduled primarily to obtain expressions from 
the local community and surrounding area, we shall be brief. At the same time 
it is appropriate that the Izaak Walton League, in behalf of its several score 
thousand members throughout the land, emphasize here in the local area that 
the Point Reyes proposal has broad national significance. 

A distinguished member of your committee, Senator Clinton P. Anderson, 
recently made a succinct and penetrating comment, since quoted in an article 
on the outdoor recreation problem appearing in a great national periodical. 
Senator Anderson said in part: 

“You need a claimant. You need somebody whose responsibility it is to come 
in and ask for things, * * * there’s got to be somebody whose job it is to stand 
up and say positively : ‘I want to claim that little bit of land for recreation.’ ”’ 

Obviously, the Izaak Walton League has no authority to make such a claim 
for the Point Reyes area. However, the league does have the responsibility as 
a citizens group concerned with America’s outdoor future, to stand up and state 
positively to the Congress: “This area of magnificent shoreline, rolling hills and 
remnant forests can serve its highest human purpose if dedicated to the public 
and preserved for scenic and recreation purposes.” 

America is tragically late in attending to its shoreline resources. There was 
such an abundance, past generations could take them for granted, just as they 
did seemingly limitless forest and wildlife resources. The forests were not 
limitless, but it took years of hard work by a solid core of conservation vision- 
aries to succeed in having the forest reserves established and thus perpetuate 
that basic resource. Similarly, years of work went into the establishment of 
the national park system, and many important wildlife species were reduced 
almost to extinction before nationwide programs were initiated to restore them. 
We are considering today whether or not a program should be set in motion 
which will protect and preserve significant shoreline areas to meet nationwide 
needs. Here today, this committee and the witnesses, regardless of viewpoint, 
are helping to hammer out a national shoreline policy. In doing so, in a sense 
we are retracing the steps of Roosevelt, Pinchot, Muir, Mather, and the rest. 
But, we cannot anticipate a leisurely generation or two in which to accomplish 
our mission. We must get the job done soon, or it will be too late. It is already 
too late in many places. 

National Park Service studies of America’s coastlines and the shores of the 
Great Lakes reveal the dismal picture. What had once seemed a limitless re- 
source has already “vanished,” as far as the public is concerned, or soon will be. 
State and local studies around the Nation confirm the picture. The once great 
national shoreline is disappearing in a tidal wave of urban sprawl, industry, 
commerce, and related activity. The ocean itself, with its vast potential to 
serve recreation needs is fast becoming inaccessible. To find a spot to launch 
a boat, cast a line or take the family swimming becomes an increasingly difficult 
problem for most Americans. In far too many of the shoreline areas which are 
available and accessible, the original values have been largely lost to tawdry 
development and sickening commercialization. 

The “developers” of Florida, for example, in seeking to meet the demand for 
shoreline living, have developed an ersatz product. With bulkhead, dredge, fill, 
and level, the number of waterside building lots has been increased, but, the result 
is not shoreline and produces little or no shoreline values inherent to the 
natural situation. The shoreline ecology, the spawning and nursery areas of 
commercial and sport fishes, the wintering grounds for continental waterfowl, 
and certainly the scenic attraction have been destroyed. Moreover, prime words 
in the promoter’s lexicon are “private” and “exclusive,’—the public as such is 
not their concern; nor is Florida unique. The same situation at some stage, 
can be found wherever there are shorelines. 

The Chicago-northern Indiana industrial complex might have looked to the 
Indiana Dunes as open space and prime recreation opportunity for their teeming 
Millions. But, shoreline conscience came too late. That irreplaceable lake shore 





224 POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE 


has been substantially lost. There was no one with the voice of authority who 
could stand up, when there was yet time, and say positively, “I want to claim that 
little bit of land for recreation.” In that connection, we are grateful to the 
chairman of this hearing and his colleagues for their determined effort to salvage 
the remnant of the Indiana Dunes. 

We in the league are not blind to the forces of growth and to the demands 
they place on all resources and space itself. We are not opposed to orderly ex- 
pansion and sound development of industry, commerce, communities, and the rest. 
Ouy membership is part of every bit of it. But future generations, if they are 
at all like us, will want and need something more. And it’s crystal clear that 
they will be substantially denied that additional something if today we lack the 
necessary vision and courage to act positively in their behalf. 

The burgeoning bay area and northern California are twice blessed, because 
Point Reyes remains in near natural condition with its vast potential and because 
the opportunity also remains to make a choice as to its future. How other 
metropolitan areas we might name must wish that they likewise had this double 
blessing. 

The Izaak Walton League supports the Point Reyes proposal, Mr. Chairman. 
It is a key part of America’s awakening to the shoreline need and problem. We 
believe that as a national shoreline Point Reyes will contribute its maximum 
potential to the area, the State and-the Nation. We ask the privilege of mak- 
ing further specific comment when we have had opportunity to study the Park 
Service specific suggested plan. Meanwhile, We would urge that all concerned 
think big. To our knowledge, in the past half century, there has been no esti- 
mate or projection of future recreation need and demand that has not already 
been proved by actual experience to have been woefully short of the mark Let's 
not miss the mark this time. 

We appreciate the committee’s interest in shorelines. Its helpfulness in sched- 
uling this hearing in the area, and the opportunity to submit our thinking. 


STATEMENT OF THE REDWOOD EMPIRE CHAPTER, IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA, 
Santa Rosa, CAtir. 


Mr. Chairman, our local chapter of the Izaak Walton League of America is 
composed of a group of California citizens living for the most part within 50 
miles of the proposed Point Reyes shoreline area. During the past 10 years 
we have personally observed and participated in the tremendous increase in 
recreational use of such seacoast areas in northern California as are still open 
to the public. 

These open areas principally owned and operated by the State of California 
are now being used well up to the limit of their present developed capacities. 
During the long summer season and on holidays and weekends through most 
of the year, these shorelines are already overloaded by swarms of citizens 
seeking simple, wholesome outdoor recreation and climatic relief. This almost 
unbelievable upsurge in human use is the best possible testimonial to the popu- 
larity of our seashores. 

Such seacoast areas as are still open and undeveloped afford the finest possible 
opportunities for mass public recreation for the population explosion that clearly 
is already in the making. The Point Reyes shoreline area is one of the few 
remaining seacoasts in California that is yet unspoiled and undeveloped. Its 
acquisition and management for public use is, in our opinion, of highest National 
and statewide interest, and warrants immediate congressional approval. Our 

« chapter strongly endorses the favorable recommendation of S. 2428 made by 
our national organization. 


STATEMENT OF CICELY M. CHRISTY 


My name is Cicely M. Christy, 2853 Shasta Road, Berkeley, Calif. In submit- 
ting this statement I am representing the San Francisco Bay Chapter of the 
Sierra Club, a group of about 5,000 members in this district which has wide 
knowledge of the country and conditions around San Francisco Bay and which 
strongly supports the proposal to create a national seashore on the Point Reyes 
Peninsula. ; 

Interest in the national parks led to the founding of the Sierra Club in 1892, in 
San Francrisco, and the small group wf charter members immediately began a 
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successful campaign to protect the newly created Yosemite National Park, which 
was threatened with reduction of 50 percent in area—something which would be 
unthinkable to us today as we see the crowded park. Since that time the Sierra 
Club has worked continually to aid the creation and preservation of national 
parks, monuments and wilderness areas, with effective support for establish- 
ment of Kings’ Canyon National Park as an outstanding example of recent 
history. 

The Sierra Club has also supported and encouraged the formation of State and 
regional parks to preserve natural beauty and provides recreation in natural 
surroundings where there is opportunity to develop the sturdy and perceptive 
personality which contributes so much to our Nation. 

Support of the Point Reyes National Seashore Recreation Area is in harmony 
with this policy and the Sierra Club, through the San Francisco Bay Chapter has 
given enthusiastic support to the project. The interest of our entire membership 
in this national seashore was well demonstrated when this chapter appealed 
for gifts to produce a film which would show Point Reyes to the public. Over 
1,400 members responded with donations from all parts of the United States. 
We received more than anticipated and we have been able to complete the film, 
which will bring the special qualities of Point Reyes before the public better 
than any written words. 

Our members have good reason to be enthusiastic. They have enjoyed outings 
in this area, by generous permission of owners, for many years. They know 
the scenic, recreational and scientific values in which it is so rich. Members 
interested in natural science are partciularly anxious to keep this important 
area in a natural state and are pleased to hear of the possible leaseback arrange- 
ments of the plan. Hills unbroken by housing developments are now rare in 
California close to the cities and to have such a large unit of primitive country 
so close to dense population is remarkable. That it also offers a magnificent 
expanse of beach and such scenic beauty is indeed fortunate, if we act to pre- 
serve this before it is too late. 

The Sierra Club believes that the use of local scenic resources will not only 
bring attractive recreation close to city families but will also relieve pressure 
on many State and national parks in California, all of which are now facing 
the problem of too many people in too small space. Without new recreation 
areas this problem will become far greater in the near future. A few days 
ago the local press announced plans for a housing development just south of 
San Francisco. The hills where it will be built are visible from Point Reyes. 
Twenty-one thousand people will live in this new town. There are plans for 
shopping centers, schools, libraries, but parks and recreation are not mentioned. 
Where are 10,000 children to fly kites, picnic, and dig castles in the sand? 
Everywhere is so crowded now. The Sierra Club believes that everyone should 
have the experience of being in wild country to explore and enjoy what nature 
offers, The sea is forever wild, and the tong beaches of Point Reyes Peninsula 
offer new land to explore at every ebb tide. 

We feel the pressure of increasing population and we know that the future 
must depend on us to reserve recreation space now. San Francisco Bay area 
is becoming a favorite vacationland for the entire country and we are for- 
tunate in having scenic and recreational resources of national quality as close 
to our cities as Point Reyes. We therefore support the proposal to create a 
national seashore on the Point Reyes Peninsula. 


STATEMENT OF FRED GUNSKY 


My name is Fred Gunsky.. I am a resident of Mill Valley, here in Marin 
County, and have been familiar with the Point Reyes area since childbood. I 
wish to endorse most heartily the proposal to set aside the bulk of the Point 
Reyes Peninsula as a natural preserve, dedicated to public use including di- 
versified recreation. 

Others are here to tell you many reasons for selecting Point Reyes as a 
national seashore. As a hiker and camper I shall limit my remarks to the 
outstanding qualities of the peninsula for my favorite recreational activities— 
and they are the favorites of a multitude of other Californians and Americans, 
as the overworked National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service, and State division 
of beaches and parks can show you in statistics. , 

My knowledge of hiking and camping areas is not limited to the local scene. 
I have back-packed and car-camped all over California—where there are wild 
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places left to go-—and in Oregon too. I love the remote reaches of the Sierra 
Nevada, and camp there during the summer when I have a week or two for 
the purpose. I also love the Pacific shore, and like millions of others in this 
State I can get to the beaches, cliffs, and coastal hills the year around, for a 
day or an overnight visit. 

The trouble is that there are more and more people who like to do the same 
thing, and there never was enough seashore country available to the public. 
There are very few parts of the Point Reyes Peninsula today that an ordinary 
family can drive or walk to. And as you know there are very few places, from 
the Mexican border to Canada, where an ordinary person can get down to the 
beaches and cliffs of the Pacific coast and enjoy simple recreational activities 
within smell of salt water. 

I have led a Sunday excursion of 100 hikers through the Lake Ranch, in the 
proposed national seashore area, and I have been at Drakes Beach and elsewhere 
by myself, or with my wife and daughter. The largest or smallest group has 
a magnificent time in this primitive seacoast country, and wants to come again 
and again. At Point Lobos State Park, near Carmel, you have a tiny, com- 
pressed gem of beach, cliff, and upland. Here you would be free to roam, 
spread out, be surprised by beauties and rugged vistas you couldn’t take in 
during a single visit, or a dozen. There isn’t another site of comparable size, 
variety, and quality anywhere on the California or Oregon coast for the foot 
traveler or sightseer to get the feel and the eye-filling look of this big continent 
meeting the water. 

I’d like to camp there, too, but there is hardly a chance under present restric- 
tions. Together with some other campers and conservationists I have looked 
over the possibilities, if there were public access and minimum national park 
facilities. The preliminary plan released by the Park Service looks wonderful 
to me, although there might be differences of opinion about details. Besides all 
the other types of recreation provided for, there are campgrounds for motorists 
on the sheltered Olema Valley side of Inverness Ridge, one among the Douglas- 
firs on a slope overlooking the ocean, and another on the estero beach opposite 
Drakes Head. There are some primitive trailside campsites—the kind I per- 
sonally would enjoy most—in beautiful Bear Valley. I hope there will be a 
secluded camp or camps for groups like the Scouts. 

Finally, I would like to emphasize that the Point Reyes National Seashore 
would not be a playground just for me, and the thousands of bay area people 
like me. Californians, I suppose, would outnumber other visitors. Many would 
come from the Central Valley and the south during the hot months in those 
regions, to cool off and luxuriate in the refreshing blues and greens—and even 
grays—of the peninsula. 

But there would be others from all over the United States, as the increasing 
army of tourists extended its platoons and possible battalions into a new national 
playground. Point Reyes, like Cape Hatteras and Cape Cod, like Maine’s Acadia 
National Park and Washington’s Olympic, would afford campers an opportunity 
to see, and live for a time in contact with, the natural facts and beauties of their 
eountry’s farthest shorelines. It would help give depth and dimension to the 
leisure of all our generations. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM §. RICHER 


The undersigned, a member of the board of directors of the Marin Audubon 
Society and a field trip leader for the society, submits the following in support 
of the establishment of the Point Reyes Seashore Recreation Area. 

Point Reyes is an area of intense interest to many groups of nature lovers 
and bird students, not only from the San Francisco area but from the Central 
Valley as well. The Marin Audubon Society scheduled one-quarter of its field 
trips to Point Reyes in the 1959-60 season. The Golden Gate Audubon Society 
which draws its membership from San Francisco, Oakland, and Berkeley; and 
the Sacramento Audubon Society also make frequent trips to the area. 

Every year at Christmas time under the auspices of the National Audubon 
Society the numbers of species and individual birds within a circle 15 miles in 
diameter are counted in a large number of places in the United States and 
Canada. In 1959 only one other area in the State reported a greater diversity 
of birds than those found in the Point Reyes area; and our list was among the 
most diversified in the wholé country. The count this year was held on Janu- 
ary 1. A total of 164 species of birds comprised of 53,380 individuals was re- 
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ported; a very, very high intensity and extraordinary diversity of birds for so 
restricted an area. 

The bird population of the area may be considered in three groups: breeding 
residents, wintering visitors, and migrants. 

Of the resident breeding birds there are a number of unusual species such 
as oystercatchers and pigeon guillemots that require a wild coast undisturbed 
by building and development. The resident population of birds of prey is 
extraordinarily large. The bald eagle was reported in January; hawks of eight 
species and owls of six occur in unusual numbers. The woodlands are particu- 
larly rich in woodpeckers, nuthatches, wrens, and kinglets. Herons and egrets, 
snipe, and various rails are common in the salt marshes at the head of Tomales 
Bay. 

Large numbers of shore birds winter along Tomales Bay and are dependent 
upon the shores’ remaining undisturbed for their survival. Flocks of sandpipers, 
willet, dunlins, dowitchers, and a dozen other species feed on the tidal mudflats; 
others frequent the sandspits and beaches. Ducks of 21 species winter in im- 
mense numbers both in the bay and offshore. Geese, grebe, and loons are com- 
mon all winter. Landbirds, too, that breed farther north or in the Sierras 
winter on the peninsula: thrushes of several sorts, vireos, crossbills, and many 
others. 

It must be remembered that the species counted in January do not include 
the vast number of spring and fall migrants that pass through the area, both 
water and shore birds that follow the coast and land birds using the Pacific 
flyway. Point Reyes and Tomales Boy afford almost the last unspoiled refuge 
and feeding grounds in central California for the many thousands of shore 
and water birds migrating along the coast. These beaches and mudflats are 
vital to the very existence of many species of migrating birds that must pause 
from time to time for food and rest. Since the coastal highway, State Highway 
No. 1, is to be made four lanes from San Francisco north, it will bring many 
miles of the coast closer to the city; filling and drainage of tidal flats and salt 
marshes will inevitably follow. Thus the preservation of the coastal waters of 
Point Reyes in their natural state is almost obligatory if future generations of 
Californians are to be able to enjoy at all the variety and richness of the life 
of the wild birds. 

Should the peninsula itself ever be made available to real estate development, - 
the extraordinary stands of bishops pine along Inverness Ridge and Tomales 
Bay wuold be doomed. These groves are the finest in the State of this uncommon 
and beautiful tree which, like the redwood, is restricted to the California coast. 

Another loss to nature lovers should the scrubby tracts of heath be cleared 
would be the little known aplodontia or mountain beaver, a gopherlike animal 
which is severely restricted in range and numbers but which flourishes on the 
peninsula. 

In my deeply felt request that the Point Reyes Seashore Recreation Area be 
established, I know that I speak for thousands of nature lovers, for conserva- 
tionists and scientists and students, for sportsmen and campers; not just from 
the bay area but from areas not easily accessible to the ocean; not only of our 
time, but vastly more important, of the years to follow when this area will 
carry a population as great as the whole State’s is now and when the land 
put aside now for recreation, education, and enjoyment may be the only land 
available for those purposes. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. Morse, FIELD REPRESENTATIVE, WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT 
: INSTITUTE 


Mr. Chairman, I am William B. Morse, field representative of the Wildlife 
Management Institute. The institute is one of the oldest national organizations 
devoted exclusively to the wise use of our national resources. 

We are firmly in accord with safeguarding, preserving, and making accessible 
our nationally significant areas of ocean frontage by creating national seashore 
areas. We believe the potential recreation value of the Point Reyes area is 
beyond calculation. We strongly urge its establishment as soon as possible. 

Nowhere on the west coast is there an undeveloped area of shoreline as large 
as Point Reyes, and as close to 3 million people. The use of Point Reyes will 
amaze even professional recreationists. Freeway construction will bring Point 
Reyes within 2 hours of the entire bay area. Point Reyes is admirably suited 
to handle the numbers of people who will use it. The canyon access points 
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to the beach, the cut-up Inverness range, and the rolling downs terrain, give 
natural compartments which will accommodate large numbers of people, and 
still leave a feeling of isolation from the huge group. 

We feel that many of the controversial aspects of the Point Reyes proposal 
can be solved by compromise. We are agreeable to any reasonable solutions to 
these problems. It is likely that uses other than recreation may be possible, 
or even necessary. Grazing may prove to be essential to maintain the downs- 
like character of much of the land, preventing development of high brush stands. 

Mr. Chairman, when the Point Reyes National Seashore is established, we will 
benefit ourselves and future generations. Those generations may well be criti- 
cal if we create a seashore with too small an area. I urge this committee to 
approve a seashore including most of the land west of the San Andreas Fault. 
This beautiful, unspoiled shoreline is worth saving. And if it is not saved by 
creation of the national seashore, it will ultimately be in some type housing 
development. This may be the last chance to preserve something that exists 
nowhere else in the world, and to preserve it for all the people for all time. 
I urge you to act favorably. 

Thank you for this opportunity to present our views. 


STATEMENT OF DExTER C. TIGHT, PRESIDENT OF THE SAN FRANCISCO JUNIOR 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


The San Francisco Junior Chamber of Commerce is an organization of some 
700 young men between the ages of 21 and 36, who are dedicated to projects 
of public service in the community interest. 

Our organization has active standing committees in the fields of sports and 
youth development, planning, and public affairs, among others, and has spon- 
sored local projects in the field of community recreation, such as a fishing for 
youth program by which underprivileged children under the guidance of JC 
leaders are given the chance to explore our rapidly disappearing California 
wilderness and to learn something of our national heritage of forest, seashore, 
mountains, and the rich and abundant wildlife which inhabits them. 

Conscious of natural resources and of our obligation to preserve them for 
future generations, the members of our organization want to state for the record 
that the Point Reyes Peninsula embodies those values of great natural endow- 
ment and of rich historical tradition that qualify it for legislative treatment 
as a national seashore, whereby the area will be maintained without physical 
destruction or the intrusion of commercial exploitation. 

Its closeness to San Francisco and the greater bay area, which is expanding 
at an ever-increasing rate, means that the national seashore will enjoy constant 
recreational use by hundreds of thousands of individuals each year on a year- 
round basis. 

Furthermore, considering the proximity to one of the crossroads, a good many 
visitors to the park would be national and world travelers who would also enjoy 
and appreciate its beauties, and particularly its meaningful historical significance 
as the point where Sir Francis Drake ventured from out of the Old World into 
this part of the New. 

Under the National Park Service the Point Reyes National Seashore will 
utilize the Service’s land management skills so as to secure the benefits of sound 
conservation practices, while at the same time having a development of trails, 
and where appropriate, roads, that will make possible the proper and respectful 
enjovment of the varied natural endowments of the area. 

Such sound land management will, we understand, also be reconcilable with 
continued agricultural pursuits in a manner consistent with the history and 
character of this region. In this respect, it should be pointed out that the 
Point Reyes Peninsula affords a particularly splendid opportunity for the full 
cooperation of Federal, State and county governments, so that each in its appro- 
priate sphere can make its maximum contribution to the preservation and en- 
joyment of this area. 

The attainment of these goals on the Point Reyes Peninsula will result in the 
creation of a recreational park and seashore that we of today will be proud to 
pass on in future trust to the generations of tomorrow. This great opportunity 
should not be lost. ; 

Such areas as this will not exist in the future as they do now unless we take 
steps at this time to preserve them. We of the junior chamber of commerce, 
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upon recommendation of our public affairs committee who studied the matter, 
feel it to be our responsibility to ask you to provide for the permanent preserva- 
tion of the Point Reyes Peninsula in the interest of the young and old alike in 
succeeding generations. To this end, the board of directors of the San Fran- 
cisco Junior Chamber of Commerce has adopted a resolution calling for the 
creation of the Point Reyes National Seashore, which I respectfully submit with 
this statement for your consideration. 


RESOLUTION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO JUNIOR CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Whereas the present parks in the San Francisco Bay area are becoming 
seriously overcrowded ; and 

Whereas the population projections of the population of the San Francisco Bay 
area indicate a fourfold expansion in the next 60 years from the present popu- 
lation of about 3,500,000 to an estimated population in 60 years of about 14 mil- 
lion ; and 

Whereas the population projections of the Bay Area Council indicate particu- 
larly rapid advances of the populations of Sonoma, Solano, and Napa Counties 
in the North Bay area; and 

Whereas the residents of the San Francisco Bay area are getting increasing 
amounts of leisure time to spend in parks and other facilities ; and 

Whereas additional park facilities appear to be very definitely needed in the 
San Francisco Bay area; and 

Whereas if the area in the Point Reyes Inverness Tomales Bay area is not 
saved for public purposes within the next few years it will become very ex- 
pensive for use as a park and will probably be lost for recreational uses; and 

Whereas the Point Reyes Inverness Tomales Bay area is ideally located and 
is ideally available for development as a national park or national monument; 
and 

Whereas the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee is holding hear- 
ings on the proposal to develop approximately 28,000 acres of the Inverness 
area for a public park : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the SanFrancisco Junior Chamber of Commerce favors the ~ 
immediate establishment of the Point Reyes National Seashore; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That San Francisco Junior Chamber of Commerce favors the estab- 
lishing of policy of purchasing property in the Point Reyes area for recreational 
uses by the State and Federal Governments, or both. 


Mr, Satin. In addition, I would like to read the names of a few 
people who said they would like to be heard today, and obviously it 
was impossible to call on. Some are bearers of resolutions from small 
local organizations which we would ask your permission to place in 
the record if you see fit. 

There is the Tierra Linda Community Service; the Novato Garden 
Club; the San Geronimo PTA; Mr. Robert Gaw, principal of the 
Reed School; Mr. Charles Lathen; Mrs. Walter Connor; the Associ- 
ated Democratic Club of San Francisco; Mrs. Edumund T. Ducom- 
mon; Mrs. William Erskin; Dorothy Kingland; Mac McIntosh; 
Lucille Cannon; Ward Austin; Mrs. Russel Merret; Mrs. T. S. Hell- 
man; Mrs, Albert Evers; Mrs. Kent Seymore; George Paullis; Mrs. 
Palmer Stout; Mrs. Sidney Higgins; Mrs. E. G. Shiddell, Jr.; Mrs. 
James Gray; Herman Hein; Mrs. Estele Mersky. And may I say, 
many, many more. 

From the testimony that we heard presented here by both sides, it 
-does not seem to us, and I am speaking now on behalf of the Point 
Reyes Foundation, that there is really an irreconcilable difference of 
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opinion between the two sides. Time after time we heard the op- 
ponents and their attorneys state that if certain conditions are met. 
if reasonable conditions are set down in the way of scenic easements, 
if things are worked out on a feasible basis, that they think they can 
cooperate. 

We heard Mr. Marshall, the supervisor, state this morning that if 
the park was set up in such a way that the ranchers would go along 
with it, they would go along with us. It seems to us that this hearing 
has proved not only the desirability of a Point Reyes National Sea- 
shore, but certainly that it is possible to establish this with the agree- 
ment of almost everyone concerned, and that those who in the long 
run unfortunately cannot give such agreement will be well compen- 
sated for that which is taken away.from them. 

We do, after all, have to ask ourselves whether the freedom to build 
subdivisions is the highest good to which our civilization should aspire. 
Somehow, we do believe that there are higher goals. And during the 
90 minutes of our presentation—87 mintes so far, incidentally—we 
have had some of the finest factual minds in the bay area presenting 
testimony on behalf of this park proposal. We hope that when the 
transcript of this hearing is read in Washington the caliber of these 
proponent witnesses will be as apparent as it was here today. The 
question is, Shall we look at the future in terms of commercialism, in 
terms of land speculation, or in terms of wise forethoughts? I don’t 
think the decision is very hard to make. We remember what St. 
Augustine, “That the soul grows dark when it is deprived of the light 
of wisdom.” 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Salin. Thank you, Mr. Gustafson. 
We have now had the periods that we set aside for people who came 
under the category of proponents and opponents, although I suppose 
everybody has a point of view, and to some extent any witness would 
fall on one side or the other. 

I think we have had an excellent exposition of the arguments both 
for and against the establishment of the seashore area. 

There are other people who have indicated they would like to be 
heard, and we are going to hear people who would like to testify. 

I should point out that if you have a prepared statement and you 
wish to have it put in the record, you may do so either at this time 
or you may submit a written statement any time within 10 days of 
the date of this hearing. To some extent it would be just as well to 
put in a written statement as to testify further, but we are here to 
hear testimony if you would like to be heard orally. 

T am going to call now Mr. John Ward, if he is here, and if he would 
like to testify. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN F. WARD, REPRESENTING RESIDENTS OF 
DUCK COVE 


Mr. Warp. I would like first to identify who we are. I am repre- 
senting a total of eight families who reside or have summer residences 
at a place called Duck Cove, which is on Tomales Bay. It’s too small 
to be seen on the large maps here. We have, I think, 13 percent of 
the total landowners in the proposed boundaries, and we have three 
one-hundreths of 1 percent of the acreage. So we are small in size 
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but relatively large in numbers of people. I can show the committee, 
I think, better on this map which I have prepared. 

Our position on the proposed park briefly is this: As I stated, we 
have eight families in this total of 16 acres. If the committee would 
turn to the last page of the statement which I have handed to them, 
they will find a map of this tiny area which indicates the lots which 
are on there and the use being put to this little cove. We have 18 
adults and 20 children on the premises now, and normal expectations 
for more to come. 

This has been developed as a community enterprise. It is not an 
incorporated village, but an unincorporated association which has de- 
veloped roads, water, facilities for play for the children, and so forth, 
in this area. We have opened it on many, many occasions to many 
groups. We have had Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, church groups. Each 
year all of the children of the village of Inverness are our guests for 
a large all-day picnic. Our little strip has been open to anyone who 
would like to come in and enjoy it. 

It is our position that we have already developed this small spot 
to its ultimate in terms of use. Of our 36 family members who 
use it, we all have friends and guests and children who come up 
there, and on an average nice day in the summertime you will find 
anywhere from 50 to 75 people using this area. 

The beach is about 200 yards long and 20 yards wide. I have 
studied over the plan of the proposed park, and I find nothing in it 
which would indicate any planned use for this area. 

In addition to that, we feel that at this present stage of develop- 
ment with houses on the cove, with roads and water system in and 
so forth, it would be quite uneconomic to come in and include this 
area in the proposed park because supposedly compensation would 
have to be paid for the improvements on there, and as soon as that 
was done they would have to be torn down and quite a bit of work 
done to restore it to its natural condition before it would be of any 
use whatsoever as a natural area. 

We have compared this little dot with the proposed Inverness 
expansion area, for example, and I believe I am correct that about 
6,000 acres have been set aside for expansion of Inverness. I think 
that is a fine idea. My point is simply this: if 6,000 acres are to 
be set aside for expansion in the future, we would like to have the 
committee consider whether or not the 16 usable acres should not be 
left out of the park and not included in it. 

I think these points are covered in the written statement, and 
all we ask is that the congressional statement of intent include some 
statement to the effect that if the integrity of the park as a whole can 
be achieved without undue dislocation of existing uses there, that 
due regard be given to this. I think that can be done in this case 
simply by moving the boundary a total of 200 yards out of 45 miles 
of seacoast. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Ward. 

_ (The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF RESIDENTS OF Duck Cove, TomMALES Bay, CALIF. 


This statement is submitted on behalf of eight families who own a total of 16 
subdivided acres at Duck Cove, Tomales Bay. These eight owners are over 13 
percent of the total landowners included in the park, but own only three one- 
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hundredths of 1 percent of the total land area. The interests of 35 members 
of those families are directly involved. The small cove in question is adjacent 
to the north boundary of Tomales Bay State Park. 

It is not the intent of the Duck Cove. community to oppose the establish- 
ment of the proposed national seashore. As evidenced by the time, hard work,. 
and money we have contributed, toward the establishment of Duck Cove, 
we believe that the Point Reyes area has much to offer people who enjoy rugged 
seacoast country. And we believe that if even a minimum regard is given to 
areas of established usage, the park need not unduly dislocate residents of the 
area. 

It is our purpose here to point out that the small and highly developed 
area of Duck Cove should not be included in the proposed national seashore, 
because : 

1. The small land area of Duck Cove has already been fully developed 
and is now being put to its maximum use at no public expense. 

2. The cost of acquisition of these few acres with their existing improve- 
ments is completely out of proportion to the cost of the whole project, and 
is uneconomic when compared to the possible public uses of the property. 

38. The exclusion of Duck Cove from the boundaries of the park will in 
no way impair the integrity of the project as a whole. 

In short, we believe that there is no place for us in the park, and no good 
reason to include us in the park. We will comment briefly on these three rea- 
sons, in the same order as above. 


1. The small land area of Duck Cove has already been fully developed and is now 
being put to its maximum use at no public expense 


Fifteen years ago Dr. Richard Wistar, a professor at Mills College, visited a 
tiny cove with a small strip of beach frontage on Tomales Bay. He fell in 
love with it, mortgaged his possessions, and arranged for its purchase. The 
parcel contained 16 acres, over half of which was steep hillside and quite un- 
usable. There were no roads, no water supply, no improvements of any kind. 

Dr. Wistar and his now neighbor, Norman Danielsen, hacked out a crude road. 
They sank a well. And then at the end of their dirt road they picked up wheel 
barrows, laboriously hauled in heavy building materials by hand, and built 
their own dwellings. That was the start of Duck Cove. 

The origins of this little community are not important except to suggest 
that this was no ordinary real estate promotion for profit. The cove was de- 
veloped as a family enterprise by a group of families, and it retains the flavor 
of those origins today. 

At present there are eight families in the cove, with provision for the addi- 
tion of two more when the time is appropriate for two Wistar children. Seven 
of the families have dwellings on their lots, with the remaining one in the 
planning stage. A total of 36 people, members of these 8 families, use the 
parcel. 

In addition to the dwellings, the members have constructed roads and paths, 
stairways, culverts, a picnic area, a deep well with pump, waterlines, and a 
water tank. All of this has been accomplished by a great deal of community 
hard labor and considerable time and money. 

Over one-half of the 16 acres in question is in rocky bluffs and steep hillside. 
Not more than 8 acres is usable land, and as the attached sketch of the area 
shows, the usable area has been put to maximum use. 

The strip of sandy beach measures about 100 yards in length and 20 yards in 
width. Ona normal summer day, many or all of the resident families have guests 
on the beach. A total of 50 to 75 people in the cove and using the small beach is 

, quite usual. The beach, and the adjacent land area of the cover, will not accom- 
modate more people, whether they be visitors to a public park or otherwise. 
(Meanwhile, according to the estimates of the National Park Service, there are 
45 miles of seashore inside the boundaries of the proposed park, almost all of 
which is completely undeveloped and unused. ) 

In addition to the usual family guests, Duck Cove regularly plays host to 
all kinds and sizes of groups—Boy Scouts, Girl Scouts, school groups, church 
groups, etc., and annually all of the children of the village of Inverness. We 
have enjoyed these group visits, and so have the visitors. 

Finally, in the spring, fall, and winter, when the wind and water are cold, 
the beaches of the peninsula area are deserted. But there is always a group 
at Duck Cove working on some community project or simply enjoying the 
off-season pleasures of a remote corner of the peninsula. 
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The National Park Service lists 59 landowners in the park area. Our 8 
owners are over 13 percent of the total people involved, but they own only 
three one-hundredths of 1 percent of the total land area. In terms of acreage, 
our inciusion in the park would be insignficant. In terms of persons affected, 
the reverse is true. 

We believe that when 36 people and their guests are putting to daily use a 
net area of 8 acres, on which are located valuable improvements, those 8 acres 
are already at their maximum use. 

Two examples should suffice. First, the National Park Service estimates that 
55,000 acres should be included in the park. If the same ratio, one-half of that 
area, is usable acreage, then well over 100,000 people per day must use the park 
before it will even approach the usage of Duck Cove. If one-half of the 45 
miles of seashore is beach land (and it is), then over 150,000 people must use 
it before that beach land will approach the usage of Duck Cove. 

It might here be noted that although much of this large area is open to the 
public now, on the nicest summer day it is practically deserted. Assuredly the 
park will attract visitors and greatly increase the density of use. But whether 
or not future years will see the park area put to the same heavy use as exists 
in Duck Cove today, can only be speculation. It would seem to be poor planning 
to wipe out Duck Cove, and so exchange a present beneficial use for a possibility 
that the future might restore it at-great public expense. 

Second, about 11,000 acres of the total of 55,000 acres has been allocated as 
“village expansion” area. According to the preliminary maps, about 6,000 acres 
of that expansion area are allocated to the village of Inverness, a village of much 
less than 1,000 people. This is less than one-sixth person per acre today, and 
less than one-third person per acre should Inverness increase it population by 
the year 2000 in the same proportion as the estimates for the bay area. By con- 
trast, we now have over four persons per acres, and more to come. 

Apparently the village of Inverness and its expansion area has been excluded 
because of its density of population, improvements in place, and land use. On 
the same three criteria, we believe that Duck Cove is a community and should 
be excluded on the same basis. Certainly if 11,000 acres can be excluded as 
village expansion, 16 acres can be excluded for a present full use. 

It is fair to say that more people could not be squeezed into our small area, 


without making it into a miniature Coney Island and destroying the very pur- 
pose of the national park. We can see no social utility in removing 36 to 75 per- 
sons from this small area, and replacing them with the same number of mem- 
bers of the public at public expense, We believe that the National Park Service 
will agree. 


2. The cost of acquisition of these few acres with their existing improvements is 
completely out of proportion to the cost of the whole project, and is un- 
economic when compared to the possible public uses of the property 

The National Park Service has estimated that the total fair market value of 
the 55,000 acres is $6,500,000. This is an average value per acre of $113. 

By contrast, a going price for waterfront lots near Inverness, lots which are 
smaller and in many respects less desirable than our 10 lots, has recently been 
quoted at $7,500. On that basis the 10 lots in Duck Cove have a fair market 
value of $75,000. Improvements on the property are valued at the same figure 
and more. 

On this basis, these 16 improved acres have a value of about $10,000 per acre, 
as compared to an average value of $113 per acre for the rest of the park 
property. 

We can certainly see the economic wisdom of purchasing unspoiled miles of 
seacoast at $113 per acre for a national park. We cannot see any economic wis- 
dom in the purchase of a small dot in the landscape, accomodating a very few peo- 
ple, at a cost of $10,000 per acre, plus the cost and waste of demolishing existing 
improvements which could be of no use to the park. 


8. The exclusion of Duck Cove from the boundaries of the park will in no way im- 
pair the integrity of the project as a whole 


We have carefully studied the proposed boundaries of the park and the areas 
of expected development. Our small area in no respect breaks up the boundaries 
nor does it interfere with any expected development. 

Our property lies just to the north of the boundary of Tomales Bay State Park, 
and but a short distance from the proposed “village expansion” area of Inverness. 
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The proposed park boundary commences at our location. Were that line to be 
drawn 200-300 yards farther north, commencing on or near the rock point at our 
northern property line, Duck Cove would not be included. 

This small difference, on the extreme end of the 45 miles of seashore, would 
seem to be insignificant. Surely it would not impair the overall plan for the park. 
And because of our location, such an exclusion would not result in an “island” in 
the park. We would simply be beyond one of the outer boundaries. 

We have also studied the proposed development of beaches in the park. Ob- 
viously the National Park Service has recognized that the minute strip of beach 
at our location is unsuitable for public development, for the proposed beach de- 
velopments lie in other areas where the beach lands are measured in miles, not 
in fee. 

In short, neither boundary nor development would be impaired by the exclu- 
sion of this area. Again, we believe that the National Park Service will agree. 


CONCLUSION 





We have attempted to state our beliefs on this matter as dispassionately and ob- 
jectively as possible. Perhaps we have fallen short, for it is not easy to be dis- 
passionate when the hopes, the sacrifices, and the hard work ,of a group of fam- 
ilies are suddenly faced with extinguishment. 

On the other hand, our attempt at objectivity should not cloak our very real 
feelings and convictions. We have built something over a period of years on our 
own initiative and at our own expense, the last at considerable personal sacrifice. 
Our children enjoy what has been accomplished. It is our hope and desire that 
their children will also. 

Many of us are veterans who need not be reminded that at certain times 
and places the hopes and desires of individuals must give way to the needs of so- 
ciety. If we believed that such was the case here, this statement would not have 
been written. 

We respectfully submit that the proposed park can be fully developed without 
any necessity for the dislocation of residents of Duck Cove. The small area in 
question is already utilized to its fullest, is economically unsuitable for the park 
area, and does not interfere in any way with the overall plan for the park. For 
these reasons, Duck Cove should be excluded. 


Senator Moss. Mr. Saul Finn. 


STATEMENT OF SAUL FINN 


Mr. Finn. My name is Saul Finn. [I live at 2299 Piedmont Ave- 
nue in Berkeley. I am a student. 

Throughout our country today, our metropolitan areas are growing 
rapidly, and sprawling their urban congestion over great territories. 
The San Francisco Bay area is one of the two or three fastest grow- 
ing metropolitan areas in the country. 


Estimates for the growth in population of the bay area range from 6 to 7 
million by 1980 * * * The Point Reyes area is unique in providing a pastoral 
and natural: * * * seashore area close to a large and growing reservoir of pop- 
ulation. (Citizens’ Advisory Committee on Development of Marin County, 
March 15, 1960, report, pp. 1-2.) 

It is probably one of the finest areas of its kind on any of the coasts of this 
country. (Mr. Collins, Department of Interior.) It is available in a place 
where existing parks are already becoming overcrowded. 

Our visitor lists throughout our park system are increasing at absolutely 
alarming rates. (Mr. Hatch, State division of beaches and parks.) 










































1It is worthy of note that all previous publicity as to the proposed park mentioned only 
the seashore and wooded areas. No mention was made of the developed areas along 
Tomales Bay. It was only last week that the press reported for the first time that it was 
Proposed to take in developed areas as well as the wild and unused portions of the penin- 
sula. In our opinion, the original plan is quite adequate and avoids undue dislocation of 
residents along Tomales Bay. 
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Because of the rapid growth of the metropolitan area, it is evident 
what are the alternative uses of Point Reyes. Either the land will be 
purchased by the Government as a national reservation, incidentally 
preserving the dairy ranches which are there, or else the land will be 
denuded of its forests and ranches and developed by speculators for 
housing subdivisions. It seems likely to this casual observer, by the 
way, that the cost of services demanded of the county by residential 
development in this area may exceed any tax revenue Marin County 
could receive from such development. In any event, the people of the 
rapidly expanding bay area (including the people of Marin County) 
will be denied an exceptional place of respite from their sprawling 
urbanization. 

San Francisco Bay is the administrative center of the great and 
rowing western portion of our country. It is one of our country’s 
est showplaces to foreign visitors. For these reasons alone, mere as- 

surance that some of the bay area’s fine living conditions will be main- 
tained, is of national concern, In addition, the bay area is a mecca 
of population movement from every part of the country. 

At the Governor’s conference on California’s urban areas and the 
State highway system, February 24, 1960, Catherine Bauer, one of this 
country’s foremost authorities on city and regional planning, had this 
to say: 

We're steadily losing ground in the quality of the California environment * * * 
taken together, in the whole, taken together, in the whole picture, there is 
more scatteration, chaos, and blight than there was, a longer journey to work, 
less amenity at home, a wider spread of suburban sterility, with natural beauty 
and reereation areas less accessible or entirely spoiled. While on the other 
hand, it is pretty clear that with more people, higher incomes, and greater 
leisure, the demand for amenity and recreational opportunity will increase 
enormously. Marion Clawson of Resources for the Future estimates a tenfold 
increase in the national demand for recreational land between 1950 and 2000. 
In California the rate would be higher. But our land-devouring sprawl is also 
a function of growth and prosperity, unfortunately. 

Sensing this conflict, many people have given up hope for the big picture. 
They mainly struggle to save the quality of their own nests, or to acquire new 
hideaways as removed and inconvenient as possible. 

But is the destruction inevitable? 

For one thing, it’s a potential advantage that we’re a young region, with most 
of the growth yet to come. The pattern is not yet set and unlike the eastern 
seaboard, with its suffocating load of obsolescence, we still have a chance to do 
most of it right the first time * * * finally there is the fact—however frighten- 
ing at times—that the quality of the California environment and its organiza- 
tion is largely determined by public decisions and actions today * * * a great 
many of them your own. 

The Point Reyes Peninsula needs to be preserved for future genera- 
tions. Its scenic value is magnificent, as seems to be agreed. For 
purposes of scientific research, the need to preserve both the beach 
area and the wild land, is critical. 

Its availability to students and teachers is important. I draw at- 
cention, in this regard, to the testimony given by Mr. Hedgpeth, 
director of the Pacific Marine Station, College of the Pacific, on No- 
vember 11, and by Dr. Wilson, of the College of Marin, on December 9, 
before the Citizens Advisory Committee on Development of Marin 
County—especially re ecological studies, which, by the way, have 
relevance to our fisheries’ problems; geological studies, the San An- 
dreas fault, the rare California lakes, the sea cliffs, the sandspit, the 
land slippage, the crude-oil outcroppings, the limestone base, the 30- 
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million-year-old fossils, the granite; the animals, the coral, the star- 
fish, the raccoons, the skunk, the deer, the aplodentia mountain beaver, 
and the swamps they live in, the Marin chipmunk, the sea lions, the 
white pelicans, the harbor seals on the sand flats, the horse clam, 
the sand pipers, the nesting murres and cormorants; the plants, the 
Bishop pine, the Labrador tea, the camassia lily; the history, Drake’s 
landing, the Portuguese porcelain, the legendary bands of elk. 

I would also like to bring attention, lest others forget, to testimony 
given before the advisory committee by Mr. Collins of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, Mrs. Summers of the Marin Planning Commis- 
sion, Mr. Hatch of the State division of beaches and parks, and Mrs, 
Eastman of the Point Reyes Foundation. I hope that those sincerely 
interested in blocking the preservation of Point Reyes, will take the 
time to read those testimonies. I hope that they will reassess their 
own positions in the hght of the information made available there, 
as well as at this hearing today. The testimonies by the county 
assessor, by the Marin Property Owners Association, and the Marin 
Coast Chamber of Commerce, should also be examined. 

I agree with Dr. Wilson, as he told the advisory committee on 
December 9: 

As I see it, it’s a chance to get a place where people can actually get into 
biological and natural history areas and experience those things first hand * * * 
a thing that is becoming very rare, very difficult to get, in our congested Nation. 
We are getting it at a time when there is a minimum of disturbance to 
man . 

* * * an area that would disturb few people if it were taken over * * * an 
area that has practically no work put in there by man that would have to be 
dealt with if it were taken over. If the area is bought up 50 years from now 
[10 years from now would be as much to the point] * * * and if it goes into 
subdivisions in the meantime, just think of all the upsets and of what will have 
to be done to it * * * as it now stands, we are starting practically anew. 

We are considering today what could be compared, in a sense, to a 
zoning problem, on a national scale. We are familiar, in the bay 
area, with city councils which, for the sake of the public welfare, 
must, for example, stop a man from selling his single-family house to 
a speculator who wishes to build an apartment building. The parallel, 
I think, is not very obscure. Point Reyes must be preserved as it 
is, and opened to the public, for the public welfare. Land specula- 
tion is not a good excuse for the sacrifice of the public interest. The 
choice should be as easy a choice to make on the national scene as it is 
in our best cities. I feel confident that Congress will act in a spirit 
of service to the national welfare, and coincidentally, the welfare of 
the burgeoning San Francisco Metropolitan Bay Area. Here, to an 
important extent, we have the opportunity to shape entirely new 
urban growth, as well as to preserve an essentially unique place. 

Thank you for the opportunity to state my views here today. These 
views do not necessarily represent the views of others, except insofar as 
I have quoted from published statements. 

Senator Moss. Mr. Charles M. Geller. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES M. GELLER 


Mr. Geir. Senator Moss and Senator Engle, I think my major 
contribution today, aside from filing a prepared statement, is going 
to be that in supporting the acquisition of the Point Reyes Recreation 
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Area, I do so on behalf of those people of moderate means who need 
some place of sufficient area obese where they can go and enjoy the 
outdoors, a varied recreational facility such as would be available at 
Point Reyes. And this for people of moderate means has to be one 
they can afford, one in time so they can visit it within an afternoon or 
day, and one they can afford to go to in a matter of simple dollars 
and cents. 

This is important when you are raising a family. I think it is 
more important to get more people outdoors today. 

I know you want to go home, and I want to thank you for your 
patience in listening to us today. 

Senator Moss. Your entire statement will be included in the record. 

(The statement follows:) 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES M. GELLER 


Gentlemen, desirability for the establishment of the Point Reyes National 
Seashore Recreation Area has been-emphasized by capable people. Feasibility 
has been demonstrated by analysis of pertinent facts and figures. Need for 
such an area has been stressed by others in various manners. I would like to 
supplement the first two points by emphasis upon the third point. Volumes 
have been said of its desirable features, its economy and its ecology. However, 
little has been said of the need for such an area by those for whom it must be 
preserved. They are of course, all of us. But, more particularly, those of less 
than substantial means, and those of us who live in complex, bulging, and ex- 
ploding population centers such as our bay region. The population projected for 
us here is some 14 million, or nearly the present population of the whole State. 

These people, along with others, need desperately an area meeting the follow- 
ing requirements: 

1. Easy accessibility : Present adequate roads lead to the area from the north, 
the east, and from the south. A projected freeway leads to the boundaries, 

2. Short distance to large population center: Point Reyes is convenient in 
both time and in miles to the bay area. It is close enough to go there for just 
a few hours. 

8. Sufficiently large to accommodate large numbers with ample “elbowroom.” 
This feature can be maintained for many years. 

4. Diversified recreational opportunities: Hunting, fishing, camping, riding, 
hiking, swimming, boating, photography, painting, exercise are all here. 

5. Moderate cost of attendance: The cost. in both time and money must not 
be excessive, nor out of reach of those of modest incomes or those with large 
families. 

6. Widespread appeal: This area offers so much for so many different tastes. 

7. Climatic advantages: The mild, and stimulating coastal climate is prized 
and enjoyed by both local residents as well as by those who reside in the nearby 
Great Central Valley, who frequent our seacoast as often as possible as a relief 
from the heat of the interior. They, too, are close in both miles: and in time to 
be able to make full use of this area. 

8. Unique characteristics: Too numerous to mention outside of the geological 
and ecological aspects. 

9. Be beneficial to the area in which it is located: The area benefits by use 
of the facility as do all others. It also benefits from the service industries that 
are a part and parcel of this type of establishment. The actual direct drop in 
tax revenue is slight and should be more than offset by increase in service-type 
income. 

Gentlemen, I, as well as countless others are or have been in the process of 
raising a family in a metropolitan area. We have to provide those children with 
knowledge of, and contact with many varied aspects of life so that they may be 
better equipped to adjust to this complex life. The problem of providing contact 
with and enjoyment of nature is at best a serious one. Point Reyes National 
Seashore would be of material assistance in this matter. There are a number 
of fine, large National and State parks, but unfortunately they usually locate in 
mountainous and inland areas where the cost of reaching them is such as to 
preclude frequent visitation, The sheer matter of the amount of time it would 
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take to reach them again eliminates frequent visitation. We have a number of 
small State parks along our coastline but they usually have such density of 
people that we again lose much of their prime value. Only one-fourth of our 
coastline is publicly owned, and to the other three-fourths we are denied access 
entirely or charged a trespass fee (which the owner of the land pockets and 
being in the form of cash does not report as income) even though the beaches 
are State property up to the higher high-water line. 

Water seems to be an almost universal attraction. Witness small fry, who, 
drawn as if by an irresistible force, gravitate to the nearest puddle, trickle, 
stream, lake, or ocean and immediately baptize or anoint themselves therewith. 
Small boating is, in itself, today, a gigantic industry and recreation means. Thus 
Point Reyes does, indeed, answer all of those requirements previously outlined. 

Needless to say, we firmly believe that your honorable body must inevitably 
reach the same conclusion that so many others have—this area must be secured 
and dedicated to this purpose for today and for tomorrow. 

Your honorable body is hereby petitioned to append a do-pass recommenda- 
tion to the Senate, and with active support from you. To the end that this hope, 
this dream, now becomes a reality. 


STATEMENT OF ROSEMARY HUGHES 


Mrs. Hueues.. One word about fog. I am a student’s wife, and we 
don’t have much money. Every weekend we come hiking on Tamal- 
pais. It is one of the few places you can hike around here. Gen- 
erally speaking, it is hot on Tamalpais. Nothing is nicer when you 
have done about 8 miles in the boiling heat than to come to a nice cool 
foggy coastal valley. 

Last weekend I was hiking on Tamalpais. It was very hot and the 
road was full of cars. Looking down I could see Point Reyes and 
it looked very beautiful. I hope next year I can walk there instead 
of looking at the “keep out” signs. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID R. JAMES 


Mr. James. My name is David R. James. Iam acitizen of Berkeley, 
and a student at the University of California. This is very short, 
less than a page, so I will go ahead and give my ideas. 

California includes some of the most beautiful scenery in the United 
States, and some areas more suitable to recreational purposes for all 
the people than most other similar areas in the United States. With 
all deference to other States, our natural abundance is one of the 
things we Californians are most proud of and are usually most happy 
to have the rest of the Nation share with us. 

Bearing this larger, more humanitarian purpose in mind along with 
the more specific reasons why Point Reyes has the features which 
make it most useful to Americans as an area of scenic beauty, I, as an 
individual citizen representing no one but myself, urge that Point 
Reyes be preserved as a national seashore. 

It is very true that we all very often have our own personal 
interests which we feel need to be strongly defended against all kinds 
of encroachments. However, we owe it to ourselves as well as to the 
other side to find out if we are really being encroached upon, and 
whether or not the other side may have better reasons than our own for 
wanting to accomplish its purpose. 

_ It is my feeling that this may be the case with many of those oppos- 
ing the estalishment of Point Reyes as a national seashore. There is: 
no reason why. anyone needs to be unduly hurt in the establishment 
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of this national seashore, and yet all Americans would benefit by the 
Bepege vaya of the natural beauty of this little bit of northern Cali- 
ornia. 

There is no reason why enterprises which add to the attractiveness 
of the traditional scene at Point Reyes could not be protected by the 
suggested lease-back arrangement advocated by Congressman Miller. 
There is no reason why local citizens, businessmen, or the Marin 
County tax collectors should lose. The estimated 1 million visitors per 
year would provide returns far greater than those presently realized. 
Those nearby who don’t want visitors certainly don’t have to have 
them on their own private property. Values of lands acquired for the 
seashore would be determined by non-Federal appraisers, and many 

eople will tell you that the Federal Government has often in the past, 

een very free with payments for such land acquisitions. This does 
not mean that the Federal Government would be losing anything 
in this case, however, because like the local tax collectors it should 
benefit taxwise from the increased business brought by the visitors. 

Let’s make Point Reyes beauty available for all Americans to 
enjoy. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. James. 

Miss Charlotte Mauk will be the next witness. 


STATEMENT OF MISS CHARLOTTE E. MAUK 


Miss Mavk. I am glad the proponents spoke second because I was 
beginning to think the beautiful headlands I had enjoyed were not 
Point Reyes after all and I had been lost in the fog. 

One point not brought out and which I consider important and 
worthy of consideration today. Any decision to keep land in the 
status quo is reversible. If in the future we find that the commercial 
development of an area outweighs its preservation for public enjoy- 
ment, we can change our minds. If the land is given to subdivision or 
other types of exploitation, that alters its character and we can never 
change our minds thereafter. 

I will now proceed with my formal statement. 


HOW MATURE IS OUR CULTURE? 


In that single question we can epitomize the substance of such 
hearings as this one. 

We are a young Nation, still engaged in vigorous growth, and sub- 
ject to being swept along by great enthusiasms. We have attained a 
preeminent position among world leaders in many respects. In some 
ways, though, it seems to me that our collective behavior may be 

* likened to that of an adolescent, in whom surges of almost uncontrol- 
lable energy alternate with spells of apathy. 

The consequences of what we do in our enthusiasm (or what we leave 
undone in our inaction) may be serious to our national home as the 
results of undirected tennage activity in a family home—sometimes we 
tend to wreck the joint. Adults are quick to condemn the thought- 
lessness of youngsters who are so carried away by a rock-and-roll ses- 
sion that they damage the furniture, or so intent on a game of touch 
tackle that they run off the lawn and trample the flowerbeds. Yet I 
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wonder if we-as a Nation are exercising any better judgment when we 
are so intent on exercising our mechanical genius or so absorbed in 
the pursuit of material prosperity that we overrun forests that ought 
to be museum pieces, meadows and slopes that ought to be havens of 
quiet, and shorelines that ought to be available for inspirational rec- 
reation. 

The difference between an adult and an adolescent is not a matter of 
years or physical stature—it is whether or not actions are tempered by 
judgment, restraint, and a sense of values. The immature person 
looks proper appreciation of what we inherit from the past. (Familiar 
example: “Oh, Muth-therr. I don’t see why we can’t get rid of this 
antique junk and get some cool modern furniture like the Joneses 
have.”) Our scenic heritage, like the old furniture, becomes more 
precious as it becomes scarcer. Are we growing up in time to appre- 
ciate and rescue what is left? Or are we going to reach a mature appre- 
ciation of treasures that cannot be replaced only after it is too late? 

The adolescent, it usually turns out, is saved by his elders’ greater 
wisdom. By the time he is ready to furnish his own home with the 
heirloom pieces, he is grateful to the parents whose conservation he 
earlier resented. We citizens must look to our legislators and public 
administrators for similar wisdom; we hope for wise decisions that 
assure our future welfare. 

This young Nation of ours possessed until recently a vast resourse of 
unaltered natural landscape. But in the rush for exploitation it has 
been used up until today we have less than 1 percent of our land set 
aside for preservation in its natural state in national parks. In con- 
trast, Japan—a very old country with a far greater population pres- 
sure than our own—has recently set aside a much higher proportion of 
land as parks... They aren’t primeval parks, of course. The oppor- 
tunity for that choice was lost long.ago. (Only young countries have 
the opportunity to preserve unaltered land.) Although it is far 
harder to make parks out of land that has been used for other purposes 
than it is to preserve primeval land, still the Japanese are undertaking 
that difficult process because they have come to recognize how impor- 
tant parks are to the welfare of the people as a whole. Can we learn 
from them while we still have open land ? 

The Point Reyes Peninsula, a scenically attractive area under a 
large population center, would indeed offer tempting dollar profits to 
developers and subdividers. But if it can be preserved essentially as 
it now is (yes, including the dairies), the benefits—which are meas- 
ured in something far more important than dollars—will be en- 
joyed by the whole Nation. 

We can act now to preserve this important sample of native coast- 
line as a national seashore for everyone, or we can abandon it to being 
chewed up by diesel-powered monsters and covered over by housing for 
afew. We can choose between short-time profits of a building boom 
and the lasting (and growing) income produced by a nationally im- 
portant scenic attraction in an age of increased leisure, prosperity, and 
taste for natural beauty. We can take an irreversible step, or we can 
make a decision that could be altered later if time proved us wrong 
{you can move in and build on undeveloped land, but you can’t un- 
develop a subdivision). We can demonstrate whether or not we are 
spiritually and esthetically discriminating. 
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Will the mature decision be reached before it is too late ? 
Senator Moss. Thank you, Miss Mauk. 


STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES WHITNEY, VICE CHAIRMAN, ALAMEDA 
COUNTY DEMOCRATIC CENTRAL COMMITTEE 


Dr. Wurrney. I am the vice chairman of the Alameda Democratic 
Central Committee. I am a physician and head shrinker, but I am not 
here in that capacity. 

I just wanted to add one thing new that I don’t think has been said 
today. I am a strong proponent, as indeed is the Alameda County 
Democratic Central Committee, of the proposed park. There is one 
thing I don’t think has been mentioned and that is the need of the 
minority peoples for access to recreational facilities. I think this is 
a special problem which we all have to face up to. 

The minorities do not feel free, and indeed in the past regrettably, 
have not been welcome at privately organized recreational facilities. 
They show a great deal of hesitation in going up to a rancher and 
asking if they can have admission to a public beach. 

Now I think we are all aware of our deep responsibilities to inte- 
grate this county in the best way possible. I think that only by a 
public facility of the scope of this kind can the needs of minority peo- 
ple for recreation outside of their own sometimes ghetto-like exist- 
ence in large cities, only by imagination on this level.can we meet 
these needs. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Dr. Whitney. 


STATEMENT OF FRANK GREEN 


Mr. Green. Chairman Moss, members of the committee, and fellow 
Federal taxpayers, I didn’t come here prepared to be represented, but 
to my amazement as I listened here, I find that the most important 
agency or group of people in the United States have no one to speak 
for them. I refer to the Federal taxpayer. I wish to give him a 
voice in these proceedings where, with the exception of a casual men- 
tion, he has not been considered. 

I wish to emphasize the viewpoint of an ordinary citizen who is 
not unfamiliar with the Federal Constitution. "We consequently 
feel that the Federal Government should have no concern in local 
recreation. We feel that it is the function of the State which should 
be enlarged. There isn’t an advantage that has been stated here 
that would accrue to any of the learned gentlemen. or recreationists 
who have testified here that could not be supplied by the State of 
California, except one thing. If the State did it you couldn’t pass 
the buck to the Federal taxpayer. And I am trying to represent 
him, in a way, here. 

Now, areas where the interest of the majority of American citizens 
have undeniable interest in the preservation of a Yosemite, a Yellow- 
stone, a Brice, or a Muir Woods Monument, there can be no question 
as to propriety of the Federal sponsorship. But not having a helli- 
copter and sunny weather at my hands, my knowledge of this area 
has been gained from having hunted over most of it. And I am sure 
that everyone who has had a similar experience will join me in finding 
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no similar nationwide benefit in that area that should more properly 
be supplied by the State of California. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Green. 

That completes the list of witnesses that had indicated they wished 
to appear. We will still hear anyone who feels he has a statement 
that he would like to make at this point. I reiterate again that you 
may submit an additional statement in writing within the next 10 
days if you want to have it included in the hearing. Those who wish 
to receive a copy of the testimony after it has been printed may receive 
that if you will leave your name and address with Mr. Callaghan, the 
staff director of the committee. If you submit your statement in writ- 
ing, just send it to the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the 
U.S. Senate, and then it will be printed in the record. 


STATEMENT OF DR. JOEL W. HEDGPETH 


Dr. Hepereru. May I speak individually just a second ? 
The gentlemen who just preceded me reminded me of two or three 
points, and that is, that the State park system and State government 

does not, with the situation we have in California, have the power, I 
feel, to keep land in status quo or out of the hands of such an organi- 
zation as the Los Angeles Metropolitan Water District. People may 
have said, and I was unfortunately not here most of the day, that there 
is lots of nice land in Mendocino County. Two weeks ago, I believe, 
the Los Angeles Metropolitan Water District held a meeting in Ukiah 
to discuss damming the Eel River, running the water back through 
Clear Lake. Then, of course, there is Bodega Head which the State 
wanted for a park, but half of it is now owned by the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Co. 

So I am not impressed by those statements. But the reason I was 
not here today is that I had to attend a 2-day meeting of a national 
committee to discus and analyze in detail some of the requirements of 
marine biology in connection with the bill jointly sponsored by Senator 
Engle, the so-called Magnuson bill, and I thought it was more impor- 
tant to be there since the statement is in the record and I think the 
position of the College of the Pacific is adequately presented. That 
1s, we feel ourselves in critical need of reserve status for scientific study 
in certain parts of Tomales Bay. 

Senator Moss. Thank you, Dr. Hedgpeth. 

Senator Enere. Mr. Chairman, I would like to recognize Mr. Roger 
Kent, northern California chairman of the Democratic State Central 
Committee of California, and ask that he be permitted to submit a 
statement following this hearing setting forth his support of the 
Point Reyes National Seashore Recreation Area. 

Senator Moss. It isso ordered. 

Let me, before we conclude the hearing, express again my gratitude 
and the gratitude of the committee to President Austin and the 
College of Marin for making the facilities here available today. I am 
very pleased and honored that Senator Engle and Congressman Miller 
were able to participate in the hearings today. We have been in 
session now 6 hours and 58 minutes, and we have heard 58 witnesses, 
and the hearing is adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 6 p.m. April 14, 1960, the subcommittee adjourned.) 








APPENDIX 


(The following communications and statements, received during 
and subsequent to the close of the hearing, are printed at the direction 
of Senator Moss, chairman of the subcommittee :) 


RESOLUTION OF THE NOvATO GARDEN GROUP OF THE NOvATO COMMUNITY CLUB, 
Novato, CALIF. 


Whereas the Novato Garden Group has been informed that the Senate Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee of the Congress of the United States has scheduled 
a hearing on the Point Reyes Park proposal for April 14, 1960, in Kentfield, 
Marin County, Calif. ; and 

Whereas expressions of the views of individuals and organizations will be 
taken at this hearing ; and 

Whereas the Point Reyes area is outstanding in the great beauty of its land 
and seashore, noted for the unusual ecological relationships to be found there, 
possessing historical interest and all the attributes that make for the best in 
recreation : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the garden group of the Novato Community Club does go on 
record as approving the establishment of a national seashore on the Point 
Reyes Peninsula, Marin County, Calif., so that these great natural resources will 
be preserved for the benefit of the general public. 

Passed and adopted this 12th day of April 1960. 

ALYS HuFrrMAN, Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF ALAN S. MAREMONT, VICE PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATED DEMOCRATIC CLUB 
or SAN FRANCISCO 


Gentlemen, it is not my purpose in speaking to you today to discuss the engi- 
neering and financial feasibility aspects of the proposed national seashore recrea- 
tional area at Point Reyes Peninsula. It is my understanding that these mat- 
ters have been surveyed in detail by the National Park Service at your direction, 
Rather, I hope to convey to you the importance of this park to the people of the 
bay area and of the Nation as a whole. 

The Associated Democratic Club of San Francisco, which I represent here 
today, is composed primarily of young business and professional people. 
Whether native San Franciscans or migrants from the farthest reaches of the 
United States, they are unanimous in attaching the greatest importance to park 
facilities in urban areas. Many of us have lived in cities in the East which failed 
to make adequate provisions for the preservation of park areas as their bound- 
aries expanded. The result has been urban areas of tremendous extent with 
little or no open land for park purposes. The citizens of these cities are trapped 
in a world of pavement and buildings from which they can escape to natural sur- 
roundings only for the 2 weeks of their annual vacation. It is our view that this 
is not enough. 

At the present time, the San Francisco Bay area is a pleasant place in which 
to live because the accident of its geography has preserved to it surroundings 
of beauty and easy assess to open country. But with the Golden Gate Bridge 
and the rapid expansion of suburban communities which is now taking place, 
these open spaces are swiftly being subdivided. The Bay Area Council re- 
cently predicted, on the basis of an unpublished Department of Commerce re- 
port, that the population of the 9 bay counties will double in the next 30 years 
for a total of 7,422,400 by 1990, and quadruple in the next 60 years, for a total 
of 14,407,200 by the year 2020. What these population figures represent in terms 
of geography is the subdivision for residential and industrial purpose of vast 
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areas of Marin, Sonoma, Napa, and Solano Counties, which immediately sur- 
round the Point Reyes area, in addition to large areas on the peninsula and in 
the East Bay. As you are aware, plans for subdivision of the Point Reyes 
Peninsula itself are already underway, and its magnificient stands of timber are 
being logged off. 

Thus, the people of the San Francisco Bay area are facing the same problems 
of rapid urban growth which so many eastern cities have failed to solve to their 
sorrow. Unless action is taken now, the bay area too, will have failed to pro- 
vide in time for its park needs. Once land has been subdivided, it is too late 
to think of parks. Point Reyes is the last remaining site for a substantial recre- 
ation area in this vicinity, and it too will be lost if we do not act now. 

The San Francisco Bay area is a fine and beautiful place to live. Not only is 
its beauty a daily source of pleasure and satisfaction for its inhabitants, but 
it continues to provide to millions of visitors each year from all over the United 
States and the world a vision of what city life can be. The beauties of the 
bay area and the California coast are not a local, asset, only, Unfortunately, 
‘such beauty has become increasingly rare in the United States, and its preserva- 
tion is therefore a matter of importance for our entire Nation. As our American 
standard of living has increased, more and more of our citizens have found the 
time and money to travel. As they have visited the cities of Europe and the 
other continents in search of old culture and new ideas for living; so too, they 
have visited San Francisco and appreciated one of America’s most impressive 
contributions to the art of urban living. 

Metropolitan areas have a way of growing and getting out of hand... The forces 
of population growth and urban expansion are not easy to resist or to channel. 
The State government is bending every effort to preserve park areas, but the tre- 
mendous burdens of our rapid growth have strained the State’s resources to the 
limit. The Point Reyes project appears to be beyond our capabilities, and we 
must therefore earnestly seek Federal assistance. We hope Congress will help 
up to keep the San Franciseo Bay area a good place to live in and to visit, by 
enacting the Point Reyes seashore bill and proceeding promptly. w ith acquisition 
of the necessary land. 


KENTFIELD, CALiF., April 14, 1960. 
Mr. RIcHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak Sig: There are three important reasons why I think Point Reyes should 
become a national park. 

First, as organizing regent of the El Marinero Chapter of the DAR (Marin 
Chapter), I think this site is valuable historically. The people of California 
have emphasized the gold rush era, but it is important to save other historical 
interests. It will mean a lot more to the future generations to have a variety 
of historical sites. 

Second, as honorary chairman of the American Civil Liberties Union of Marin 
County, it is important to the people to have access to the beaches and ocean. 
For the people who cannot belong to a boat club, for the people who cannot afford 
to go deep sea fishing, for the people who enjoy just walking and beachcombing, 
Waves and ocean, we should offer an opportunity to enjoy these pastimes. For 
future generations to have and to hold this land.is far better than to lose it to 
subdivisions. The greatest joy then would be a glimpse of the ocean over roof- 
tops and from the cement. Let us not rob future generations of their oppor- 
tunities to find a happy retreat on the beach away from a busy city life. 

Third, as a life member of the Ross Valley Council PTA (given for my work 
with teenagers), I found how important the beaches. are to youth. Anybody 
who has worked with this age level realizes this importance. 

Beaches and parks are part of youth in California——part of just growing up. 
Just as in other areas skating, skiing, fishing, hunting are associated with the 
young people, so are beaches associated with our youth. That is why the beach 
social activities we sponsored were the most successful. The reasons: 

1. It. is inexpensive. 

2. There is excitement about the beaches—waves, weather, ete. Our 
group felt it. 

3. The “atmosphere” broke all social barriers and,all Sechine friendly. 

4. They were casual and relaxed. 
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. §., They. were memorable. 
6. The rough boys became part of the group. 
It does seem a positive way to combat delinquency. Under supervision there 
was just happiness. And with any national park there is this supervision. — 
Our Government is anxious to give its youth a choice of service into which 
he should “enlist.” So let it also give our youth a chance to enjoy our beaches. 
in Galifornia.. 
incer our 
ee er HELEN MERRET 
Mrs. Russel Merret. 


STATEMENT orf J. FRANK HoGue, SAUSALITO, CALIF. 


Sirs, I am not. opposed to the formation of the proposed Point Reyes Park in 
the ultimate. 

In the meantime there are private and public rights and the rights of minorities 
that must be very carefully considered and accounted for by those who are re- 
sponsible. Therefore, I pose the following reasoning and request that the facts 
set forth be thoroughly studied in determining the course of events in ordef 
that justice may be done to all. 

Consider these facts : 

1. There are 333,440 acres, or 521 square miles of land in Marin County. 

2. There are 32,394-plus acres of that land that is now exempt from taxation, 
which constitutes 9.71 percent of the land area. 

8. Combining these two amounts of 32,394 acres and 53,000 acres of the pro- 
posed park we have a total of 25.61 percent of the land of Marin County that 
will be tax exempt (or 85,394 acres), or better than 1 acre out of every 4 that 
will be tax exempt. 

4, There are large portions of the U.S. Government-owned land upon which the 
Marin County assessor cannot assess the privately owned property (now exist- 
ing). Take note. 

The above acreages roughly classified are as follows: Gia 

cr 
Federal Government-owned land in Marin County * 6, 111. 44. 
State of California-owned land in Marin County 6, 115. 75 
Public institutions landin Marin County 1, 003. 63 
County parks, public grounds, special districts” 19, 164. 00 


82, 394. 82 
1 Please refer to the report given by Mr. Rummel, the Marin County assessor on Apr. 14, 
1960, at the Kentfield, Calif., hearing. 


; 4 o eoaree, local playgrounds, the orphanage, State freeway, and 9 cemeteries not 
neluded. 


The taxpayer is the most valuable man in America. 

Let us take a good look at these statements and allow the truth to hurt where 
it hits, and not be sordid of avaricious about it either. 

In my opinion it is, unethical and unfair to the taxpayers of Marin County to be 
compelled to pay for any part of a recreational facility that is of no great ad- 
vantage to them, more than what every citizen of the Nation has to pay, nor a 
facility (park) designated (and admittedly so) for the city of San Francisco. 
Here is the quotation “so close to a metropolitan center like San Francisco.” 
This metropolitan center pays none of the Marin County loss in taxes when the 
park is formed and pays no more than Portland, Maine, does per person, yet it 
is designed expressly for the use of the metropolitan center of San Francisco. 
a will say it is for Oakland also, but I refer you back to the oft-published 

act. 

This park is not being created for the express advantage to the people of 
Marin County. In fact it is created to their disadvantage, the people generally 
will perhaps go along with the idea under the following conditions: 

The people of Marin have 6,115.75 acres of California State parks and 424.56 

‘acres of U.S. Muir Woods Park, also there is Angel Island. The Marin County 
people are not in need of the Point of Reyes Park. 

Our Federal Government should be as thoughtful of its own taxpayers as it is 
of the nations of the world to whom it is passing out financial help and provide in 
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lieu taxpayments supplementing the taxpayers loss, which is not just 1 year but 
an indeterminate period of time upon the creation of Point Reyes Park. 

Finally, provided a satisfactory plan can be formed and made workable where- 
by there will be no loss to the county of Marin and its school districts, that an 
inlieu tax of a sufficient amount be provided and paid annually, and that the 
dairy farmers be adequately and justly compensated, then I will favor the cre- 
ation of the said Point Reyes Park and seashore, though it benefits others first. 


PETITION OF OWNERS OF Larrp’s LANDING, TOMALES Bay, CALI¥F., AS TO PROPOSED 
BOUNDARIES OF POINT REYES NATIONAL SEASHORE Provect (S. 2428), APRIL 
20, 1960 


This petition is submitted on behalf of three families who own a total of 106 
acres of Laird’s Landing, Tomales Bay. However, we have been- advised by 
telephone that seven families, the owners of Sacramento Landing agree with 
our views. Eight families, the owners of Duck Cove have already expressed 
Similar views to the committee. 

We do not oppose the establishment of the proposed national seashore. On 
the contrary we favor it but believe that the natural and logical southerly 
boundary of the proposed national shoreline on Tomales Bay should be at the 
northerly boundary of Laird’s Landing and that the communities of Laird’s 
Landing, Sacramento Landing, and Duck Cove should not be included in the 
park area. The high and impenetrable bluff north of Laird’s Landing marks a 
natural stopping place for the national seashore. 

We believe that our proposed use of Laird’s Landing will harmonize with and 
complement the proposed national seashore but that the programing of the sea- 
shore to include it, and the improved waterfront to the south of it, would distort 
the purpose of the national seashore. We will comment on the above points 
at more length as follows: 

1. From Laird’s Landing south to Tomales Bay State Park the shoreline is 
largely improved and is now being put to maximum beneficial use. To the north 
it is still unimproved. 

As will be seen from the attached U.S.G.S. map’ and tracing, Laird’s Landing 
is the northernmost point on Tomales Bay west shore upon which there are regu- 
larly established homes, barns, and related buildings. South to Tomales Bay 
State Park, the seashore has residential and other improvements upon it. 
From Laird’s Landing north the shoreline is in its natural wild state and has 
substantially no improvements on it. 

The three owners of Laird’s Landing, BE. O. Holter, Jr., Adrian H. Malone, and 
Murray Richards, all longtime residents of the San Francisco Bay area have 
between them a total of 11 children. For some year we have been searching 
for an area close to home which we and our children could enjoy and at the 
same time be able to preserve in a primitive condition. While camping out, 
cookouts, hiking, nature study, swimming, and boating were the primary ob- 
jectives, the existence of simple but serviceable improvements greatly increase 
the usability of such a property. 

In 1959, we began preliminaries to the negotiations for Laird’s Landing which 
had then come upon the market. It met all of the requirements just mentioned. 
Moreover, the grazing of dairy cattle at Laird’s Landing keeps the area suitably 
thinned so as to reduce fire hazard and facilitates hiking. It is now being 
grazed by an operating dairy and it is proposed that this be continued. We 
will improve drainage and the water and sewage systems now in existence. The 
existing buildings of the Laird’s Landing settlement are to be modernized for 
our weekend or summer use and further residence buildings will be constructed 
as the needs of our families may require. Any such construction would har- 
monize with the adjoining park area and would be done by one of the under- 
signed. Adrian Malone, who is an architect in San Francisco, has already 
had extensive experience in the construction of facilities for the National Park 
Service in the Grand Teton National Park in Wyoming and is thorougly familiar 
with park policies in this connection. f 

One of our principal uses for this property will be for the reception of groups 
of children, Boy Scouts and Girl Scout groups and the like. 


1 Filed with the committee. 
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We bought this property after extensive and agonizing negotiations, only a 
short time before the National Park Service announced to the press that it 
proposed to extend the boundaries of Point Reyes National Park to include it. 
Throughout the negotiations and planning for the acquisition of this property 
we assumed, based upon the previous publicity as to the proposed park, that 
the ocean frontage and wooded areas only were being envisaged as a part of 
the park, and that portions of Tomales Bay shore front already improved by 
dwellings would not and should not be included in a national park designed to 
perpetuate natural beauties. 

We are advised that the owners of the 27 acres of Sacramento Landing, Frank 
Spenger, Frank Spenger, Jr., Marcella Richarz, and the Lang, Hoefler, Parker, 
and Murray families, have not had the time to prepare a formal petition within 
the time limit. However, they tell use they favor stopping the national sea- 
shore at the north of Laird’s Landing and, that we are authorized to say so. 
Their improvements consist of six substantial homes, dock and certain other 
structures. Some of these owners are year-round residents. The Spengers 
conduct fishing and oyster operations in the pier area. 

There is one additional home between Sacramento Landing and Duck Cove 
which we understand is in probate. 

The eight families of Duck Cove are already on record as not believing that 
their community is suitable for inclusion in the park. 

2. This area is not suitable for public use as part of the national seashore. 

The attached maps of the Tomales Peninsula disclose that the best beaches for 
public use begin immediatley north of Laird’s Landing. The only exceptions 
are the two beaches already in the Tomales Bay State Park, notably Heart’s 
Desire and Indian Beaches. There are some small privately owned beaches in 
the subject area but, as stated, these now are improved with residence and 
other structures. None is as large as any one of the chain of unimproved beaches 
beginning north of Laird’s Landing. 

The configuration of Laird’s Landing is such that that community itself would 
not be suitable for public use. The beach is very small not exceeding 200-300 
feet. The valley at Laird’s Landing is long and narrow. Access is difficult 
giving rise to bottlenecks and parking problems. Public use of the Laird’s 
Landing beach from landward would constitute a trap productive of great traffie 
congestion in return for a beach totally inadequate for public purposes. Nor is 
the area .suitable for picnicking or other public use because the valley faces 
north and the prevailing wind to which most of the valley is exposed is from 
the north. To the north of Laird’s Landing is a very steep and impenetrable bluff 
which constitutes the present northerly boundary of this property. It was 
recently fenced. 

The development of national beaches now being planned for Point Reyes Park 
recognizes these facts. The proposed center and marina is upon the large sandy 
beach which faces southerly, to the north of Laird’s Landing. No proposal has 
been made to utilize the small beaches in the subject area for public purposes. 
The California State Department of Beaches and Parks likewise considered the 
subject area unsuitable for beach development. It made no effort to include it 
in the Tomales Bay State Park and its programing in fact conformed to our views 
of this area as here expressed. 

Thus all studies of this area apparently agree that the beaches from Laird’s 
Landing south to the State park are insignificant in comparison with the vast 
stretches of beach to the north and that bottleneck and access problems are 
incommensurate with the very limited use to which they could be put by the 
public in any event. Access to the northerly beaches is uncomplicated and easy. 

3. The cost of acquisition of the area would not be justified for park purposes. 

Responsible appraisals have been made of waterfront properties on the Tomales 
Bay shore. These range from $7,500 per lot nearer Inverness to $4,000 per 
acre as they approach Laird’s Landing and at no place less than $2,000 per acre. 
This should be contrasted with the great undeveloped areas which are presently 
available for public park use and which the National Park Service estimates 
the fair market value to be of an average of $113 per acre ($6,500,000 for 55,500 
acres). Their acquisition involves no such excessive market values. Insofar as 
the Tomales Bay shoreline is concerned, the most useful and most ex‘ensive 
beach facilities are upon unimproved parcels north of Laird’s Landing so that 
maximum use could be had of this shore line from the acquisition of lower-priced 
unimproved property alone. 

We believe further that the preservation of the ocean frontage and other 
proposed park areas from tract subdivision development is a much more mer- 
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itorious, useful, and practical expenditure of the taxpayers’ money. The whole 
Point Reyes park program would be implemented by such expenditures. It would 
not be benefited and would, we submit, be adversely affected and hampered by 
the acquisition of the expensive improved water frontage between Laird’s Land- 
ing and the State park. . 

CONCLUSION 


It is eur belief that the money necessary to embrace the improved shore 
frontage between Laird’s Landing and the State park on the Tomales Bay shore 
is entirely disproportionate to any benefits the public would receive, and that 
it could much better be used to preserve primitive areas from further encroach- 
ment by commercial developments. It is our belief further that the subject 
area is not suitable for public use in any event, and that its acquisition would 
merely complicate the programing of the Tomales Bay Beach development. 
There is a natural boundary between the subject area and the beach development 
proposed by the Park Service itself, notably the high bluff at Laird’s Landing. 
For these reasons we believe that the proposed park boundary along the Tomales 
Bay shore should extend no farther south than the northerly limits of Laird’s 
Landing. 

Respectfully submitted. 

THE FAMILIES OF LAIRD’s LANDING, 
ADRIAN H. MALONE. 

BE. O. Hotter, Jr. 

MuRRAY RICHARDS. 


STATEMENT oF StuART R. DOLE, VICE PRESIDENT, TRUSTEES FOR CONSERVATION 


My name is Stuart R. Dole, 220 Montgomery Street, San Francisco, Calif. 

zs am appearing at this hearing on behalf of Trustees for Conservation, organized 
1954 : 

“To promote the wise use and conservation of the natural resources of the 
United States of America; and to secure the support of the people and the Gov- 
ernment in the protection and preservation of our national parks and monuments, 
our wildlife and wilderness areas; to work for the establishment, protection 
and preservation of similar areas, so dedicated that they may be passed on 
unimpaired for the education and enjoyment of future generations.” 

We are supported by regular contributions from some 2,500 people. 

As our name suggests, we believe that each generation stands in the position 
of trustees to preserve and maintain for future generations choice wilderness 
lands in their original wild and natural beauty. Among such lands are repre- 
sentative portions of our rapidly diminishing seashores. Outstanding among 
such areas is the Point Reyes Peninsula of Marin County, Calif. 

This splendid region is unique in that it combines in relatively unspoiled 
condition, a remarkably integrated area of seashore, heath, and forest un- 
equalled anywhere in this country. In addition, it is situated remarkably close 
to one of the Nation’s most populated metropolitan areas, being less than 50 
miles from the heart of San Francisco. 

It is only through the prompt action of a group of militant conservationists 
that the forest area of Point Reyes has been saved from desecration by com- 
mercial interests during the past year. And yet, the area was recognized as 
being of national park caliber as early as 1935 when the National Park Service 
made a recreation survey of the Marin Peninsula. BEven earlier, in 1929, the 
California State Park Commission completed a survey of the area and recom- 
mended that it be included in the State park system. 

It is regrettable that there is such a time lag between the recognition of 
potentially great wilderness areas and the actual effort to preserve such areas. 
This fact is particularly alarming when population and commercial pressures 
are increasing at the accelerated rate they are at this time. And, those pres- 
sures are far greater here in the West than elsewhere throughtout the country. 

The time to set aside Point Reyes as a national seashore is now. Past oppor- 
tunities to do so are irretrievably lost; further delay may be fatal. The value 
of Point Reyes to this and future generations as a recreational-wilderness pre- 
serve in the national park system is immense—far greater than can be measured 
in mere monetary terms. Under proposed legislation now before the Senate 
and House of Representatives, preservation can be obtained without doing 





POINT ‘REYES NATIONAL ‘SEASHORE 251 


violence to long-established private agricultural interests within the area. 
Trustees for Conservation therefore urges, indeed implores, the passage of 
S. 2428 and H.R. 10519 in order to preserve for public enjoyment the wild beauty 
and unique charm of the Point Reyes seashore. 


' LARKSpPuR, Catir., April 14, 1960. 
Senator FRANK E. Moss, 
Chairman, Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Subcommittee on Public Lands, 
Care of Olney Hall, Kentfield, Calif. 
DEAR Sre: You will find here the following: 

One small map of the Point Reyes area.* 

One copy of “Bird of Marin.’’* 

Tomales Bay Christmas Bird Count List.” 

Because of the unique topography of this county of Marin, Calif., nenete sur- 
rounded by water, with deep bays, sandy beaches, rocky coast and even inland 
lakes, we have a very valuable bird life. 

Living here since 1923, I have become very much aware of this asset and 
would do anything I can to conserve this heritage. Reluctant as we are to 
have millions of people coming into our area in the next few years, it is better 
that the National Park Service be on guard than that it become a playground for 
millions without proper supervision. 

You will note that in the list of birds I have submitted, note is made that of 
10 species no other area in the United States or Canada equaled this count. This 
is material that will appear in the April issue of Audubon Field Notes and will be 
copyrighted, so I have attached my permission to use the same. This count was 
made over an area of 15 miles diameter for 3 years past, though I am submitting 
only the 1959 count. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ANNA MARGARET SMITH 
Mrs. Otis H. Smith. 


MILL VALLEY, Catir., April 14, 1960. 
Mr. RIcHARD CALLAGHAN, 
US. Senate, 
Senate Insular and Interior Affairs, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR MR. CALLAGHAN: As owners of property in the Point Reyes Peninsula for 
20 years, we would like to support the proposal for a Point Reyes National Sea- 
shore Recreation Area. We were among those who helped with the formation 
of the Tomales State Park and are extremely gratified with its successful func- 
tion. The proposed park, from Bolinas to the mouth of Tomales Bay for 
recreational use will be appreciated by the citizens of the United States and 
especially California for years to come. 

We would also favor a compromise plan for access roads to the beaches to 
preserve the dairylands as they now exist. This would seem the fairest solu- 
tion to the ranchers’ problems. 

With an estimated population increase to 25 million within the next 50 years, 
the urgent need today is to set aside far greater recreational areas for our 
citizens than those now in existence. 

Respectfully yours, 
Mary B. Moore, 
JOSEPH A. Moore, M.D. 


Mitt VALLEY, CALIr., April 14, 1960. 
Subject : Proposed Point Reyes Seashore Recreational Area. 


Hon, FRANK Moss, 
Chairman, Senate Interior Committee. 

GENTLEMEN: As a Marin County resident for 14 years and as a bay area resi- 
dent for nearly a quarter of a century I wish to go on record in favor of the 
proposed Point Reyes National Seashore Recreational Area. 


1 Filed with the committee. 
55881—60——_17 
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Scientific and ecological points have been summed up for you. The proposa) 
that creation of a national park land would ruin the dairy district is not too good 
an objection. Already ranches in the vicinity of Mt. Tamalpais State Park have 
fallen to the subdivider. This will be the fate of the Point Reyes area in time, 
possibly a decade, possibly sooner but certainly not too much later. 

The expanding recreational needs of the entire bay area could be met by the 
proposed park land either under State or national park supervision. Opponents 
say the State has already so much land in national park and State hands. Quite 
true. And all of it is in use. Our facilities here in Marin are crowded week 
after week with people turned away. 

Another area even if made available will be all too little within a few years. 

It is better the land be used for those who need it rather than the-area be a 
vast subdivision whose profits have benefited a few. 

Your aerial view of the land will have shown you the current trend even 
better than the written or spoken words of the undersigned. 

‘ We are being shortsighted today if we do not look toward the needs of ‘the 
uture. 

I should like this letter to become a part of the hearing record. 

Very sincerely yours, 
LUELLA K. SAWYER. 


San FRANCISCO ZOOLOGICAL Socrety, 
San Francisco, April 7, 1960. 
Mr. RicHAarp CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DeARr Sir: The board of directors of the San Francisco Zoological Society, a 
society of 500 members in California, have directed me to represent them in 
voicing their approval of the establishment of a recreational seashore area on the 
Point Reyes Peninsula of Marin County, Calif. 

This peninsula is noted as containing accessible breeding grounds of many sea 
birds that are difficult to observe in most parts of the western seashore. On its 
beaches one may see hundreds of sea lions and occasionally harbor seals. Off 
the coast one can see hundreds of grey whales as they pass in migration twice a 
year. It contains one of the few wild areas close to this San Francisco Bay 
area of over 3 million population. It is teeming with wild fowl and song birds 
and is noted for its variety of bird life during the seasons of migration. Its 
mudflats, beaches, and reefs contain some of the best invertebrate areas on 
the entire coast. Botanically, it contains some unique stands of Bishop pine 
and coastal prairie as well as virgin stands of Douglas fir. 

As an area for the study of natural history, it could not be surpassed. 

As a zoological society we are greatly concerned that this area insofar as pos- 
sible be obtained for public use and left as undeveloped as possible. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dr. J. F. GUSTAFSON, 
Eavecutive Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR B. EMMEs, M.D., CHAIRMAN OF THE RECREATION COMMITTEE 
OF THE HAYWARD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Chairman, the people on this side of San Francisco Bay have a vital in- 
terest in the acquisition and development of the Point Reyes Seashore National 
Park project. We realize the timeliness and urgency of securing this unique 
and valuable recreational area for perpetual public use before it is too late and 
the land is used for other purposes, 

As evidence of this active interest and favorable disposition toward the proj- 
ect I am presenting to you copies of two resolutions and a letter bearing upon 
the subject. The two resolutions are from the Hayward and Castro Valley 
Chambers of Commerce whose boards of directors have given it their unanimous 
approval. The letter is from the Sports and Recreation Committee of the Oak- 
land Chamber of Commerce who also have gone on record as favoring the 
project. 

I am sure that as more people and organizations become personally acquainted 
with the extraordinary recreational resources which will be provided by the 
development of this new seashore area they will join us in pressing for its 
acquisition and development. We need this facility now and for the benefit of 
future generations in this area, State, and Nation. 
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OAKLAND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Oakland, Calif., April 13, 1960. 
Dr. ARTHUR B. EMMEs, 
Castro Valley, Calif. 


DeaR Dr. EMMEs: In behalf of the Sports and Recreation Committee of the 
Oakland Chamber of Commerce, we wish to go on record as favoring the Point 
Reyes Recreational Park project. 

We believe the preservation of as much of the lands of California that can be 
utilized for parks will add greatly to the enjoyment of our growing population. 

You are to be commended for your efforts on behalf of the Point Reyes 
Park. 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry Bruno, 
Chairman, Sports and Recreation Committee. 


HAYWARD CHAMBER OF COMMERCE RESOLUTION No. C—242 


Whereas the scenic and recreational advantages of the California coastline are 
among the finest in the world ; and 

Whereas many thousands of Hayward citizens enjoy these fine facilities; and 

Whereas all projections indicate that the population of the San Francisco Bay 
area will be doubled or trebled in the next 20 years; and 

Whereas the present seashore areas are hardly adequate to serve our present 
population ; and 

Whereas this is the best time to acquire additional lands before they are lost 
to residential development ; and 

Whereas the existing uses of certain lands could be continued for a longer 
period: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolwed, That the Hayward Chamber of Commerce does hereby reaffirm its 
position in favor of S. 2428 and H.R. 8358, authorizing the purchase of those 
certain lands known as the Point Reyes area for the purpose of development 
into a national park. 


CASTRO VALLEY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE RESOLUTION ON POINT REYES PARK 


Whereas an ideal recreation area of 28,000 acres now exists in an undeveloped 
condition within 30 miles of the San Francisco Bay area, between a point 2 miles 
north of Bolinas to the mouth of Tomales Bay; and ; 

Whereas the area has been recommended for acquisition by the National Park 
Service as a new public recreation facility which can be purchased at an esti- 
mated cost of $6 million to $11 million and does not include any significant 
amount of land now used by the Marin County dairy industry; and 

Whereas a planning study costing $15,000 by the National Park Service has 
been authorized by Congress to expedite further plans for the development of 
this area to preserve it against commercialization and the encroachment of sub- 
divisions for residential purposes ; and 

Whereas immediate action is urged by wildlife and recreation groups such as 
the Sierra Club to secure this extraordinary ara before it is too late for the use 
< future generations within convenient reach of Bay area residents: Now, there- 

ore, be it 

Resolved, That the Castro Valley Chamber in regular meeting assembled on 
the 5th of April 1960 reaffirms its stand to urge early and energetic action by 
Federal and/or State authorities to secure acquisition of this site for public 
use before the land is utilized for other purposes. 


STATEMENT OF ROSEMARY A. HUGHES, BERKELEY, CALIF. 


My name is Rosemary Hughes. I live at 1423-C Milvia Street, Berkeley, 
Calif. I work in Berkeley, and I am a citizen of the United States. 

I want Point Reyes to become a national seashore park. My favorite pastimes 
are hiking and camping. I think that Point Reyes is eminently suited to be a 
park because it is ideal for weekend camping and hiking for bay area residents. 
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Most national parks are a long way from cities and can be visited only 
rarely. Point Reyes is:close to the rapidly growing bay area, and will provide 
some much-needed recreation space. 

Last weekend I was hiking on the west side of Mount Tamalpais. The roads 
were clogged with cars, the picnic and campsites full, and many people were on 
the trails. From the top of Tamalpais I could see lovely Point Reyes. I hope 
that soon I can walk all over it instead of driving down the only road, looking at 
the “keep out” signs. 

Finally, I want Point Reyes to be preserved in its natural state. At the rate 
our population is growing, the whole of Marin County will be covered with 
tract houses within 10 years. The only way to preserve any of the land is to 
make it a park, dedicated to all the people of the United States. 


STATEMENT OF FENTON H. HUGHES, BERKELEY, CALIF. 


My name is Fenton Hughes. I live at 1423-C Milvia Street, Berkeley, Calif. 
I am a registered voter in Berkeley. 

Circumstances force me to live in a large urban area, as they do an increasing 
number of Americans. Many urban areas, like the San Francisco Bay area, once 
had great natural beauty. Most. of this has been ruined by spreading suburbs and 
highways. This creates a real hardship for those of us who enjoy natural 
beauty. 

Point Reyes is one of the few areas of real natural beauty which can be 
reached easily from the bay area on a weekend. It can provide real joy for 
the hiker and camper. Its beaches are by far the best in the area. But at 
present it is barred to nature lovers, and indications are that soon urban sprawl 
will destroy its beauty permanently. 

Unlike some pleasures which we Americans indulge in, hiking and camping are 
both healthful and harmless to other people. Our society makes ample pro- 
vision for those who prefer spectator sports, television, drinking, and automo- 
bile driving for pleasure. Some provision is needed for those who prefer to 
commune with nature. I want my children to have a chance to regularly experi- 
ence some other environment than city streets. The conversion of Point Reyes 


into a seashore park will help considerably in providing some relief from city 
living for us. 


STATEMENT OF S. S. BYMEL, MEMBER, ConTRA Costa HiLits CLUB OF OAKLAND 


Iam §8. 8S. Bymel, 846 44th Avenue, San Francisco, a member of the Contra 
Costa Hills Club of Oakland. We favor the Point Reyes National Seashore 
Area and commend the National Park Service for their study of the Pacific 
shoreline. 

The need for such a recreation area is proven and its closeness to a population 
center adds to its value. It has possibilities of varied use, from hiking, camping, 
and swimming. It has lakes, forests, wildlife and sea life. It can provide 
family vacation and outdoor experience. 

The use of scenic easements and leaseback agreements can protect present 
land use, and still hold the rest for parks. 

We have seen the need for parks, and helped form the East Bay Regional 
Park District, and in the acquisition of Mount Diablo and Mount Tamalpais 
State Parks, as well as Oakland’s Sequoia Park. 

The Contra Costa Hills Club is a group of 350 people interested in the use 
and preservation of the natural scene, and is affiliated with the Federation of 
Western Outdoor Clubs. 


ASSOCIATED STUDENTS, 
COLLEGE OF MARIN, 
Kentfield, Calif., April 8, 1960. 
RIcHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs 8, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR MR. CALLAHAN: We, the associated students of the College of Marin, 
Kentfield, Calif., have resolved as of April 7, 1960, in favor of the Point Reyes 


National Seashore proposal as being essential to the future welfare of the people 
of this Nation. 
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We desire that our resolution be incorporated into the official. record of the 
hearing on this proposal to be held at our institution on April 14, 1960, and we 
welcome the Senate committee and its staff to our college. 

Very sincerely yours, 


Gary ANTOLINI, President. 


AMERICAN NATURE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., April 7, 1960. 
Mr. RicHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR MR. CALLAGHAN: As you probably know, this association is a scientific 
and educational organization, incorporated in 1922 for the purpose of stimulat- 
ing interest in nature and the out-of-doors, fostering conservation education in 
our schools, working for the conservation of our renewable natural resources, 
etc. The association always has had great interest in maintaining the standards 
of national parks and recreational areas. 

One of our greatest recreational resources—the seashore, has long been neg- 
lected and is rapidly vanishing from public use. . It is generally acknowledged 
and testimony before committees reveals that the seashore is a priceless scenic, 
recreational, and scientific resource for which there is no substitute. One which 
once developed is lost forever. 

The impact of civilization; subdivisions, business, commercial or private de- 
velopment are gobbling up the remaining seashore areas. Only a fraction of our 
long seacost is left for public use. 

The Congress is considering this important problem. A number of bills to 
establish natural shoreline areas have been introduced. This association is 
totally in favor of such legislation and would like to see the establishment of 
at least four national shoreline areas by the 86th Congress; namely, Cape Cod 
National Seashore Area, Padre: Island National Park, Point Reyes National 
Seashore and Oregon Dunes National Monument. 

The National Park Service is: in favor of saving some of what is left of de- 
sirable seashore for public enjoyment. We hope there may be some action in 
the present session of Congress. |’ 

Sincerely yours, 
Harry E. Ravcwiirre, Vice President. 


MARIN FEDERATION OF IMPROVEMENT CLUBS, 
Marin County, Calif., April 5, 1960. 


Mr. RicHARD CALLAGHAN, 

Staff Director, 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: At the March meeting of this federation, which represents over 
3,000 residents, the following resolution was adopted: “That we endorse the 
creation of the Point Reyes National Seashore Recreation Area.” This action 
was taken for the following reasons: 

1, This area has been recommended twice by the National Park Service, 
which indicates it has unusual interest as a scenic and recreational area. 

2. This is invaluable for its history, geology, and biology, unique in that 
it is so near a large population center. 

8. Areas like this should be preserved for present and future generations 
because recreation is already our third largest industry. 

Respectfully submitted. 

G. B. Darrocu, Chairman. 


REGIONAL PARKs ASSOCIATION, 
Berkeley, Calif., April 4, 1960. 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: On April 14 a hearing before your committee will be held in 
Kentfield in Marin County, Calif. This hearing is of great importance because 
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from it will come decisions on the reservation of the Point Reyes region as a 
national seashore area. 

The unique value of this region lies in its location, character, and extent. 
Situated within 2-hour drive of the San Francisco metropolitan complex of 
3% million people, the Point Reyes Peninsula is still in a comparatively primi- 
tive and undeveloped condition. In it are found many forms of the native fauna 
and flora worth preserving. Definite limits on land acquisition have not been 
set but the extent of land at present available is shown by the proposal that an 
area comprising some 30,000 to 50,000 acres with 60 miles of shoreline be set 
aside in the interests of the rapidly expanding population. 

Secretary of the Interior Seaton is quoted as saying, “The important thing is 
that those places of high intrinsic value for public refreshment, enjoyment, and 
inspiration be quickly identified and steps be taken to protect and preserve 
them before they are irretrievably lost.” 

This is a statement on which all informed citizens can agree, and one which 
we believe may be directly applied to the Point Reyes region of California. In 
view of the outstanding natural features of this area and its strategic location 
as a place for public recreation, and because the land will not be available 
indefinitely but even now is being converted to commercial and other uses, the 
Regional Parks Association requests your favorable consideration of this project 
and urges early acquisition of the land as a national seashore area. 

ALBERT Boss, M.D., President 
(For the Regional Parks Association). 


INVERNESS IMPROVEMENT ASSOCIATION, ' 
Inverness, Marin County, Calif., April 1, 1960. 


Mr. RIcHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U. 8. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CALLAGHAN: We request that the following statement be included 
as testimony for the hearing of the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Com- 
mittee on the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore to be held on April 14, 
1960: 

“At their annual meeting on July 11, 1959, the members of the Inverness 
Improvement Association voted unanimously to endorse the acquisition bills of 
Senator Clair Engle and Congressman Clem Miller for the Point Reyes National 
Seashore. The chairman of the parks committee, at the direction of the mem- 
bers, wired this endorsement to both the Senator and Congressman on July 12, 
1959.” 

Sincerely yours, 
Ray RANDALL, Vice President. 


GARDINER, RIEDE & ELLIOTT, 
San Rafael, Calif., March 28, 1960. 
Re proposed Point Reyes, Calif., National Seashore development (Marin County 
hearing, April 14). 
Mr. RicHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CaLLaGHAN: The following is a statement which I would like to have 
presented before the committee at the April 14 hearing to take place in Marin 
County, Calif., in relation to the above subject. 

Much has been and will be said concerning the merits of the proposed national 
seashore development at Point Reyes, and I do not believe I could add any new 
thoughts on that subject. I should like, however, to comment on the mechanics 
of possible acquisition and to limit my remarks to that subject. 

One of the main and most persuasive points made by the proponents of this 
development is that the pastoral nature of the countryside within the general 
area proposed should be preserved. It is with this idea in mind, I believe, that 
large areas of acquisition have been proposed. Opponents, however, have ex- 
pressed the desire to preserve dairy ranches in the area and to preserve private 
ownership thereof. The proposal itself, envisioning a seashore development 
rather than a national park, as presently presented, would allow for the con- 
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tinuation of dairying but upon the basis of fee title acquisition by the Govern- 
ment and leaseback to dairy operators. 

It seems entirely possible that both of the viewpoints that have been voiced can 
be accommodated without loss of actual park or seashore facilities and without 
loss of dairylands and their ownership. In fact, it may. be that substantial 
gains for both objectives can be accomplished under the following: 

It is my suggestion that serious consideration be given to the possibility of 
acquiring, either by purchase or through eminent domain, an overriding restric- 
tion which would prevent subdivision and other uses of some of the property in 
question, but at the same preserve and continue private ownership in the dairy 
land itself. In planning terminology, this is the so-called “scenic easement” 
approach to the preservation of pastoral, rural, or scenic lands. Certainly, if a 
seashore development is to proceed, it will be necessary to acquire some lands in 
fee, at least those lands which comprise actual seashore area and actual area 
which the public is to use. The remainder of the land which, under the proposal, 
would be leased to dairymen, could very well remain in private dairymen owner- 
ship but be restricted, as suggested above, to only ranching, farming, and 
associated uses. 

Under this so-called scenic easement approach, the pastoral nature of the 
property would be preserved. From the landowners’ standpoint, it would seem 
to be the more psychologically and economically acceptable approach. From the 
public standpoint, and most important, it would seem that relatively large sav- 
ings in acquisition costs could be made. Payment would only be for the value 
of the other potential uses to be restricted. The dairyland itself would not be 
purchased but would remain in private ownership for continued dairy use. Other 
necessary restrictions and rights could be outlined and defined. 

If substantial acquisition savings could be made under this approach, it would 
then seem that development as a whole could proceed not only more economically, 
thereby saving tax dollars, but could also proceed more rapidly due to the 
decreased initial cost. It may very well be true, in addition, that there would 
remain much more substantial local tax revenues to be forthcoming from the 
continued basic ownership of the dairy lands by the private owners. 

I have not assumed all of the above to be true, but only state the possibilities 
which come to mind. All that one can ask in this regard is that this idea or 
concept be seriously considered and studied to determine its applicability to the ~ 
present proposal and to determine whether the possible benefits mentioned would 
in fact be realized. This, of course, would involve a study of land values and 
contemplated land uses involved. As a result of such consideration, it may be 
determined that this approach could be adopted and used without deletion or 
dilution of any of the original purposes of the seashore proposal. I do urge your 
consideration. 

I should add, in conclusion, that the ideas expressed in this statement are being 
expressed individually, and I hope constructively, and not on behalf of any 
group or organization. I shall look forward to being with you at the hearing 
for further discussion if it is the desire of the committee. 

Very truly yours, 
WiLL1aM T. BAGLEY. 


CALIFORNIA CHAPTER, 
AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF PLANNERS, 
March 17, 1960. 
Hon. Ciarr ENGLE, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR ENGLE: On April 14, 1960, the Senate Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs will hold a public hearing in San Francisco on the proposed 
establishment of a national seashore on the Point Reyes Peninsula, Marin County, 
Calif. As professional planners concerned with the orderly development of 
northern Californa, we are deeply interested in this project. 

We are enthusiastic about the recreational potential of this close-in area. 
It is unique in California because of its accessibility, its beauty, and its great 
botanical and geological interest. It could provide desperately needed area for 
hiking, camping, boating, fishing, swimmings, and nature study. 

The cities and counties which we represent are making determined efforts 
to meet the leisure-time needs of our citizens, but the pressures are tremendous, 
and come from far beyond the immediate northern California region. For this 
reason we believe that it is most appropriate for the Federal Government to. 
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meet a part of the problem. The Point Reyes Peninsula is an area of truly 
national importance, and we respectfully urge you and your fellow committee 
members to report favorably on this project. 
We desire that this letter be made a part-of the hearing record. 
Very truly yours, 
Larez T. ANDERSON, 
Director, Northern California Section. 


COLLEGE OF THE PACIFIC, 
OFFICE OF THE: PRESIDENT, 
Stockton, Calif., March 21, 1960. 
Mr. RicHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Committee of Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. CALLAGHAN: The Collegeof the Pacific maintains Pacific Marine 
Station, a marine biological laboratory, at Dillon Beach, opposite the tip of 
Tomales Point. We understand that the proposed national seashore park will 
include all the shore on both sides of Tomales Point. Our marine station is 
vitally concerned that this seashore, at least those parts bordering White Gulch 
and the rocky shores along both sides of the last mile of Tomales Point, be 
maintained in as unspoiled condition as possible, and that public access thereto 
be limited to foot traffic only. 

For some years we have conducted studies on the bottom and along the shores 
of White Gulch in cooperation with investigators from the University of Chicago. 
Much of this work. has been done under the auspices of the National Science 
Foundation, and it is planned to carry on long-term studies of the marine life of 
this part of Tomales Bay. We understand that White Gulch is to be designated 
a harbor of refuge; this use will not interfere with our studies. We hope, and 
ask, that White Gulch and its shores be designated a research area under the 
provisions of the National Park Service Administrative Manual (vol. I, pt. 5, 
ch. 1, p. 24), if this region is incorporated into the National Park System. 

Furthermore, the rocky shores of Tomales Point, from just north of Avalis 
Beach on the east to Bird Island on the west, constitute at present a virtually 
unspoiled shore and is one of our major teaching resources as well as an unsur- 
passed area for studies of seashore life. Accordingly, we would ask that this 
shore be given the same reserved status as White Gulch, and that no roads or 
camping sites be constructed along this shore. 

Our need for this shore will be even more acute in the future as college popula- 
tions increase. At the present time we have students coming to us from eastern 
and midcontinent schools as well as from the University of California for our 
summer sessions, and have had visiting research scientists from Japan, Brazil, 
England and France here to work in their special fields. Such work will 
inevitably increase in the future, and much of it will depend on the relatively 
unspoiled environment of White Gulch and the tip of Tomales Point. 

At the present time, there is no seashore region in northern California spe- 
cifically designated as reserved for scientific study, and we feel that the need 
for such reservation is imperative in view of the increasing population and the 
resulting pressure for commercial development of all possible scenic spots not 
otherwise designated as parks and reserves. 

Respectfully yours, 
Rosert E. Burns, President. 


East BAy REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT, 
Oakland, Calif., February 26, 1960. 
Mr. RIcHARD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Sir: We request that this letter be made a part of the record of the 
public hearing to be held in San Francisco on April 14, concerning the establish- 
ment of a national seashore park of 55,000 acres at. Point Reyes. It is the 
feeling of our board of directors and myself that the establishment of this 
national seashore park is extremely vital to the people of California as well as to 
the people of the Nation as a whole. 

Approximately 25 miles of ‘shoreline, adequately protected by a surrounding 
55,000 acres of buffer land from the encroaching building craze, will preserve 
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one of the most picturesque seashores in our State that there is still a possibility 
of taking into public ownership. The State of California has allowed most of its 
shoreline to fall into private hands with the sad result that the general public is 
barred from participating in one of the finest types of recreation available—not 
of owning unencumbered beaches which provides the finest type of passive and 
active recreation. Our State beaches and parks have tried to preserve some 
bits of seacoast, but it is pitifully small when the length of the California 
coastline is considered. It has proved almost impossible for local, county, dis- 
tricts, and the State to keep up with the overwhelming need to secure adequate 
land to the park and recreation needs of this fastest growing State in the Union. 

The necessity of establishing this national seashore park is so apparent to us 
in the park and recreation field that we feel that this overwhelming necessity 
must impress itself upon those who can make it possible for us to receive this 
much needed addition to the National Park Service. 

Sincerely yours, 


RicHARD EH. WALPOLE, General Manager. 


SACRAMENTO AUDUBON SOCIETY, 


Sacramento, Calif., Mareh 30, 1960. 
Mr. RicHarp L. CALLAGHAN, 


Staff Director, Senate Interior Committee, 
New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR Mr. CALLAGHAN: It has come to our attention that the U.S. Senate 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs will hold a public hearing, Thursday, 
April 14, 1960, in Kentfield, Calif. It is understood that the purpose of this 
hearing is to determine views regarding establishment of the Point Reyes Na- 
tional Seashore Area, to be under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service. 

Please enscribe upon the records of this hearing that our society wishes to 
encourage said establishment so that a very important portion of California’s 
coastal environment may be retained in a satisfactory state for the benefit and 
use of this and future generations of Americans. 

Respectfuly submitted. 

Frep G. EvENDEN, President. 


MARIN COUNTY PARKS AND RECREATION COMMISSION RESOLUTION 


Whereas the Marin County Parks and Recreation Commission has been made 
aware this date that the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee of the 
Congress of the United States has just scheduled a hearing on the Point Reyes 
Park proposal for April 14, 1960, in San Francisco; and 

Whereas testimony will be taken as to the views of organizations and in- 
dividuals on said proposal at said hearing ; and 

Whereas this commission has a duty, amongst others, as provided by law to 
study and make recommendations on the acquisition and development of recrea- 
tional areas and facilities ; and 

Whereas the Point Reyes area is endowed with priceless qualities of widely 
varying land and seascapes, unique ecological relationships, a shoreline of 
varying character, sites of historical significance, and other features which make 
it worthy of preservation for public recreational use on a national basis: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Marin County Parks and Recreation Commission does go 
on record as approving of the establishment and development of a national 
seashore on the Point Reyes Peninsula, Marin County, Calif., in order to pre- 
serve its superlative cultural resources for the benefit of the general public; 
provided, however, that the feasibility study presently being made does not 
show a definite economic liability to the majority of the people of Marin County. 


STATEMENT OF FEDERATION OF WESTERN OvTpOOR CLUBS, ARTHUR B. JOHNSON, 
PRESIDENT 


The Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs shares with the people of America 
their concern for what is commonly referred to as our vanishing shoreline. We 
also share the people’s apprehension that if immediate steps are not taken the 
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public will be denied the freedom of access to almost all of our once boundless 
ocean shores. 

Understanding the problem and realizing that the time was short, the National 
Park Service has in the past few years surveyed the coastlines from Maine to 
Mexico and Mexico to Canada. Their studies inventoried the areas under 
private and those remaining under public ownership. Their studies also brought 
to light that a few choice areas still remained relatively undeveloped and of 
sufficient size to withstand the impact of use by large numbers of our people. 
We are fortunate that such areas still exist which typify extensive reaches of 
our coast. 

One such area exists which by terrain, forest, and grass cover, and climatic 
environment typifies a reach of several hundred miles of the California coast. 
This area has terrain that provides the artist with the finest of seascape scenes. 
It contains beaches that will afford excellent beach recreation. It is an area 
that will provide sheltered areas that could be developed into marinas for 
boating recreation. At the same time it has sufficient magnitude that it can 
sustain with little impairment to its natural attractiveness the impact that it 
would receive from all these uses by a large number of people who would be 
attracted to such an area dedicated to public use. This area is the Point Reyes 
Peninsula in Marin County, Calif. 

The rapid and continual increase of our population, often referred to as our 
population explosion, in itself creates a continuing demand for more areas to 
provide for its recreational needs. The continuing trend to a shorter workweek 
will continue to increase the leisure time available for recreation. The increased 
use of the automobile as a means of mass transportation has taught the people 
that it also can be used to increase their recreation time. Adding these—we 
have more people with more time for recreation and who will travel farther to 
enjoy themselves. 

The California Public Outdoor Recreation Plan Committee has, for the past 
3 years, been studying the recreational habits of California, their needs present 
and future, and spaces and places available both private and public for their 
recreation. Their findings quoting from an advance copy of their report: 

“Zone 2 (within 40 miles of the dwelling—l-day round trips) : Widespread 
use of automobiles in California stimulates daytime recreation away from the 
community. Most of it occurs on Sunday. As Saturday, and then Friday, be- 
come important, demands on zone 2 will intensify. 

“The major requirements are for larger, more natural green lands and open 
spaces which will be used for greater lengths of time than in zone 1. Facilities 
are needed for sightseeing and study trips for the family and for activities 
such as swimming, picknicking, hiking, riding, boating, fishing, hunting, and in 
some areas, snowplay and skiing. 

“Zone 3 (within 250 miles of the dwelling—overnight trips.) The principal 
user of overnight zone 3 is the family—particularly the larger family—on 
weekend, long weekend, or short vacation outings. Weekend camping demand 
occurs through all seasons in areas with mild climate at distances from home 
ranging from 50 to 125 miles. Vacation camping demand concentrates in sum- 
mer and in the more distant parts of the zone. 

“Access is needed to en route scenic and historic attractions. Open spaces 
for low-density recreation should be provided. Using this zone are Califor- 
nians and visitors from outside California. 

“Outings may consist of several stops so that the vacation is almost entirely 
an en route experience. Activities associated with zone 3 are sightseeing and 
study, picnicking, hiking, fishing, swimming, boating, skiing, snowplay, and 
hunting, as well as camping.” 

Point Reyes being 38 miles from dan Francisco places the peninsula area on 
the boundary of the 1-day user and the weekender, thus doubling its attractive- 
ness. The San Francisco metropolitan area, a community of several million, 
creates a demand for the type of recreation that would be available on a Point 
Reyes Peninsula recreation area. We requote the recreation activities for both 
zones “swimming, picnicking, hiking, riding, boating, fishing, * * * sightseeing 
and study trips, picnicking, hiking, fishing, swimming, boating, * * * as well 
as camping.” The report establishes the need of extensive facilities of the type 
that could be made available on the Point Reyes Peninsula. Also quoting from 
the report on requirements “* * * for larger, more natural green lands and 
open spaces * * *” “Access is needed to en route scenic and historic attrac- 
tions. Open spaces for low-density recreation should be provided.” The report 
also establishes the requirement of adequate space to supply the recreational 
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needs of the numerous users and for scenic and historical attractions of which 
the Point Reyes Peninsula has an abundance to offer. The need for the creation 
of a recreational area on the Point Reyes Peninsula of sufficient size to satisfy 
the needs for both Californians and out-of-staters is unquestionably established. 

Quoting further from the State of California’s report: “The role for govern- 
ment in recreation should be to provide recreation resources, facilities, and 
services that must be continuously available at minimum cost to the user.” 
* * * “Recreation should be of concern to government when (1) irreplaceable 
or scarce, scenic and natural resources are involved; (2) provision of areas, 
resources, or services benefit the general public; * * *” ‘The Federal Govern- 
ment should assume primary concern for the preservation and development of 
areas that have nationwide natural or historical intrinsic values, regardless of 
their location.” If we are to accept, and the Federation of Western Outdoor 
Clubs believes we should, the logic of the California findings, it is the role of 
government to provide recreational facilities of the type and nature that the 
area of the Point Reyes Peninsula can with proper development and planning 
provide so admirably. Also, since Point Reyes has ‘* * * nationwide natural 
and historical intrinsic values, * * *” it then logically falls to the role of the 
Federal Government to assume the responsibility of developing it as a recrea- 
tional area. The National Park Service’s report and their recommendations 
favoring the development of Point Reyes as a national seashore supports the 
logic of the inclusion of Point Reyes Peninsula into the national park system. 

The size of the area now needs to be considered. Senate bill S. 2428 and 
House bill H.R. 8358 as introduced into the Congress provides for the establish- 
ment of an area up to 35,000 acres on the Point Reyes Peninsula for a national 
seashore and would place it in the national park system. The Federation of 
Western Outdoor Clubs opposes land uses in national monument and national 
park units of the national park system incompatible with the National Park Act 
of 1916. However, the basic concept of the national recreation areas, such as a 
seashore would be, is different than the 19th national park concept in that the 
recreation areas are to be developed to their fullest recreational uses. There- 
fore, the federation agrees with those who logically request that the authorized 
area be increased from 35,000 acres to include another 20,000 to 25,000 acres of 
adjacent pastoral lands that have been developed into dairy land use. These 
lands would not be lost to their present use if provision were made for their 
leasing back to their present owners for the continuing of their present use. In 
the minds of a large number of people, the natural scene often includes pastoral 
scenes. Thus their use as dairy lands would not detract but, to many, would 
enhance their attractive and intrinsic value as a scenic area for the artist, the 
Sightseer and the traveler. In addition these lands would always remain avail- 
able if and when the pressure of population increases should require their con- 
version to recreational use. If they are acquired now they will always be avail- 
able. However, if they are not acquired now, the pressure by the wave of urban 
development radiating from the San Francisco metropolitan area may cause 
inroads by residential subdivisions that would forever remove them from any 
further recreational use. 

Quoting the esteemed Senator Lyndon B. Johnson, of Texas, ““* * * we should 
encourage Congress to embark on a general program of shoreline park develop- 
ment * * *,” 

The Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs wholeheartedly agrees with Senator 
Johnson and urges the Congress to act favorably on S. 2428 and H.R. 8358. We 
also favor the adding of up to 25,000 acres of adjacent farmland which are 
compatible with the natural scene to create an outstanding national seashore of 
the Point Reyes Peninsula in California. 


STATEMENT OF CALIFORNIA FARM BuREAU FEDERATION, Ray HUNTER, DIRECTOR 
OF NATURAL RESOURCES 


The California Farm Bureau Federation, with headquarters at 2223 Fulton 
Street, Berkeley, Calif., is a general farm organization representing more than 
65,000 member families of the State. 

The California Farm Bureau Federation opposes the establishment of a Point 
Reyes national seashore park. This brief statement sets forth the reasons for 
this opposition. 
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At the last annual meeting, November 1959, the federation’s house of delegates 
adopted the following policy pertaining to land ownership: 

“We believe that ownership and operation of the maximum of land resources 
should be under private rather than governmental control. 

“Public lands under Federal or State control should be administered to en- 
courage the greatest use and improvement. Where such lands are available 
for private use, there should be as much security in tenure for the user as is 
compatible with the public interest together with encouragement in the adoption 
of land improvement programs in cooperation with government. 

“Lands acquired by government agencies for particular purposes and no 
longer essential should be returned expeditiously to private ownership, with 
preference to previous owners where possible, and without reservation of mineral 
rights. 

“Government agencies should be required to demonstrate conclusively an 
integrated program of land use and the need for the acquisition before being 
permitted further expansion or transfer of land from one governmental agency 
to another.” 

This policy recognizes the following facts: 

1, That nearly half of the over 100 million-acre land area of California 
is in public ownership, 46,855,184 acres in Federal ownership and 3 million 
acres in State and local public ownership, and that over half of the entire 
land area of the 11 western States is in Federal ownership. 

2. That government financing, whether it be local, State or Federal, 
depends upon the production of wealth by private ownership and enterprise. 

8. That in order to keep pace with the ever increasing costs of govern- 
ment the private ownership base needs expanding by opening up more 
Federal lands to private ownership and development and not reduced by 
additional Federal acquisition. By following such practices, government 
is slowly but surely killing the goose that lays the golden egg. 

Our policy insists that government agencies be required to demonstrate con- 
clusively an integrated program of land use and the need for the acquisition 
before being permitted further expansion of landholdings. 

What justification can there be for the Federal Government to acquire pri- 
vately owned lands for recreational use in a State where it already owns nearly 
half of the total land area We believe there is no justification for additional 
acquisition. If there is need for additional development to meet outdoor 
recreational needs of the people, then let this development take place on lands 
already under Federal ownership. 

The Federal ownership of land in California falls in the following categories: 


Acres 
Department of Interior 23, 011, 944 
Department of Agriculture *19, 977, 415 


Department of Defense 8, 816, 786 
49, 039 


46, 855, 184 


2 Mostly national forests. 


Some 4,075,000 acres of the Department of Interior holdings are already in 
national parks. Certainly future outdoor recreation needs can be met through 
development on lands in California already in Federal ownership rather than 
by acquiring privately owned lands for such development. Such acquisition 
would add greatly to the costs of such development and at the same time reduce 
the base of financial support for government, 


Los ALTos, Cauir., April 20, 1960. 
Re proposed Point Reyes California National Seashore. 
Mr. RicHarRD CALLAGHAN, 
Staff Director, Interior and Insular Affairs Committee, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CALLAGHAN: I have a home on approximately 8 acres on Tomales 
Bay seashore that falls within the bounds of the above recent proposal. A 
Senate Interior Committee held a hearing on the pros and cons of this proposal 
on April 14 in Kentfield, Calif. I did not get a chance, nor did, my neighbors, 
to attend this meeting because of the short advance notice and because all pre- 
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vious news reports on the proposal indicated boundaries that definitely did not 
include my home site area. 

The National Park Division representative of the Interior Department, located 
at 180 New Montgomery Street, San Francisco, confirmed the above unfortunate 
situation and attributed it to the fact that the Senate Interior Committee ac- 
celerated the survey on this area by 24% months in order to attempt to get this 
area approved by Congress along with three other sites around the country 
that have been tentatively approved. 

I have since read the statement by Conrad L. Wirth on the Department of 
Interior Bulletin of April 14, 1960, on the subject and I’ve read the 47 Question- 
Answer Bulletin published on the subject by the Region 4 National Park Service. 
I am unofficially told that the National Park Service makes no exceptions; I 
was led to believe that this proposal and boundaries were practically official. 
I was Officially informed that my side of it (if any) would courteously be 
listened to by yourself. I hereby protest very strongly the acquisition of my 
home and beach site by the National Park Service for the use which they intend. 

My family and I love this area—we built our home under very primitive con- 
ditions over a 4-year period by backbreaking labor. The sandy beach sites 
weren’t there naturally—they were developed by building breakwaters by hand 
to collect sand. My home is not for sale and it is the only thing I can hope to 
leave my children that is of lasting value. 

I find it a little difficult to explain to my children that the U.S. Government 
is going to take our home and beach and replace it with “bathhouses, parking 
lots, boat landings, and food service,” i.e., hamburger stands, in the interest of 
preserving the natural beauty of the land and water area. 

I find it equally difficult to explain that we must sacrifice our home area in 
order that all the expanding population may enjoy our homesite because theirs 
does not have what ours does. Too many people would spoil the untouched 
beauty of it and the basic idea of making my home available to all, borders on 
the idea of a sharing-the-wealth scheme. 

I believe in national parks and further believe that some of them are very 
good. I believe in the right of public domain in the event of highways and dam- 
sites. I also believe in the Bill of Rights which is concerned with the rights of 
the individual. : 

I don’t believe a government hearing on the pros and cons that include the 
removal of me from my home without my chance to be present to be one of the 
ideals for which I flew 50 combat missions in Italy in World War II. 

I beg you to reconsider your boundaries on this area. I believe our place 
which is with a group of five small homeowners on a cove plus the next two 
coves down (southeast) to the State park beaches should be omitted from the 
boundaries. I believe they should be omitted for the following reasons: 

1. These concentrated areas are developed, chopped up, and expensive, as is 
the Inverness area. 

2. There are many similar beaches that are undeveloped and not chopped up 
on the same shore to the northwest and would be less expensive. 

8. The amount of property in relation to the whole and beach area is infinite. 

4. The present property owners are a credit to the area. They would con- 
tribute much more to the preservation of the natural beauty than can a public 
playground. 

I wish you would reconsider this whole area. The statements of the National 
Park Service would seem to indicate that this whole area would be much better 
off as a national park instead of a national seashore, and I agree. 

The crash program to get this proposal before Congress where there was not 
enough time to give a man a chance to defend his home nor enough time for a 
State park representative to even set foot on the property before a recommen- 
dation was made, has me alarmed to the extent that I have no confidence from 
the Interior Department that I’ll get any consideration at all. 

By copy of this letter I’m seeking help as a California veteran from the Ameri- 
can Legion and Veterans of Foreign Wars. I don’t believe a veteran has any- 
thing special coming to him and I believe that it is a privilege to fight for this 
country. I do need some organized help from a group who understands that 
fighting for individual rights against a big Government is no picnic. 

By copy of this letter I’m seeking help from our Vice President. He is a 
California man and he once made a television appearance in his initial cam- 
paign for Vice President in which he made a personal plea as an individual. I 
respected his individual rights—do now—and hope he'll listen and respect mine: 
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By copy of this letter, I’m seeking help from our local newspaper. The pub- 
lished information refers to the proposal as a national park which is dedicated 
to the preservation of our natural scenic beauties, whereas a national seashore. 
is dedicated to the exploitation of them. I consider food concessions, boat 
launching concessions, bathhouses an exploitation. 

My last copy goes to the representatives from California most directly con- 
cerned with Marin County. The Department of the Interior has a master plan, 
for the expanding population in the near future for a highway system with an 
eye to Federal money that will make the Point Reyes Peninsula a playground 
available to a 12 million northern California population within 1 hour. The 
Federal Government could wind up running the largest beer garden in the world 
and garbage disposal would become Marin County’s No. 1 industry. 

Many of my neighbors feel as I do, but they further feel that they don’t have 
a chance against a Federal Government agency and against such terms as “no. 
exceptions” and “public good.” 

I feel I do have a chance. My generation has been educated to fight for indi- 
vidual rights all over the wolrd, and it appears that once you get them you have. 
to keep fizhting to keep them, whether it is at home or abroad. 

Yours very truly, 
BLAINE Murr4y, Jr 


VALLEY OF THE REDWOODS, 
Point Reyes Station, Calif., April 23, 1960. 
Re Point Reyes Seashore. 


THE SENATE COMMITTEE OF INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS: 


GENTLEMEN : Were the statements made by the office of region 4 of the National 
Park Service true, pertaining to the proposed Point Reyes National Seashore, 
this would be a very worthwhile project and should be consummated. The facts 
are somewhat different. Here are some of them: 

(1) Mr. Conrad L. Wirth, Director of National Park Service, states in his: 
brochure that the proposed seashore is located only 24 highway miles from San 
Francisco. We local residents would like to find that road. The one we must 
travel is 40 miles long and, due to congested city traffic, takes no less and some- 
times more than 1% hours to travel. 

Prof. John W. Dyckman and Prof. Julius Margolas, on their tentative report 
on economic feasibility, published over Wirth’s signature, state that Highway 
101, the main arterial traffic route through San Francisco, is less than 15 miles 
from the proposed seashore. ‘This is true as the crow flies. Crows need not use 
highways. There is a mountain range between. They state that State Highway 
1 connects with Highway 101, 13 miles south of Bolinas Bay. The highway 
maps show this distance to be nearer 18 miles to Stinson Beach, the southern 
tip of Bolinas Bay. There are still 17 miles to Point Reyes Station, the approxi- 
mate location of the proposed park entrance. 

They also suggest that, with a few proposed highway alterations in the local 
area, it will be possible for a tourist to drive from Yosemite National Park to 
Point Reyes National Seashore (proposed) in one-half day’s normal driving 
time. The actual distance is 250 miles. Considering the California maximum 
speed law of 65 miles an hour, and the congested traffic condition north of 
Modesto in particular, this would suggest an average driving speed of 50 miles 
per hour to arrive in 5 hours’ time. Six to seven hours is a much more logical 
estimate, which to most people is a rather long half day. 

(2) Mr. Wirth states that in the town of Jackson, Wyo., in 1929, prior to 
the establishment of Grand Teton National Park, the total hank deposit amounted 
to $395,000. In 1929, who had money to put in the bank? He suggested that, due 
to the establishment of the park, bank deposits had swelled to some $4,500,000, 
more than 11 times the previous volume of business. The bank in Point Reyes 
Station was established in 1923, later absorbed by the Bank of America. For 
this reason, bank deposit reports are not available until 1939, 10 years after the 
start of the depression. Since 19389 bank deposits have increased 6.67 times by 
1959, an increase of 567 percent. 

Mr. Wirth states that the total assessed valuation within Dare County be- 
fore the Cape Hatteras National Seashore was established amounted to 
$11,156,752 in 1950. In 1958, after the revaluation of beach property to the north 
of the national seashore, the assessed valuation totaled $25,130,457, an increase 
of 125 percent. In Marin -County in 1950 the total assessed valuation was 
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$81,564,835. In 1959 it was $218,393,946, an increase of 265 plus percent. This 
without the alleged benefit of any Federal park. 

From these figures it would seem that Marin County’s values increased a 
greater percentage than the areas described by Mr. Wirth and certainly poses 
the question, Do national parks improve the economy of an area? 

(3) Itis proposed to buy some 53,000 acres for an estimated figure of $6,500,000, 
values to be established by qualified, independent appraisers. The fact is that; 
values are already established by the actual transfer of property. The old 
Coast Guard lifeboat station, located facing the ocean on the west shore, dis- 
continued as a lifesaving station by reason of the dangerous surf conditions and 
converted into a radio direction finding station, was sold as surplus after World 
War II. An area slightly under 3 acres went up for government bid at some- 
thing over $10,000 in the late 1940’s. More recent sales of larger tracts have 
sold for as high as $7,500 per acre in sites adjacent to the beach. Larger tracts 
have sold for prices ranging from $1,000 to $2,000 per acre. At a fair appraised 
value, this 53,000 acres will much more nearly approach $50 million. It will 
take many millions more to develop a park according to the preposed plan. 

(4) As to the adaptability of the area for park purposes, I submit the 
following: 

I suggest that you check the reports from the U.S. Coast Guard lighthouse 
for the number of hours their foghorn runs annually, the wind velocity, and 
temperature. Mr. James Marshall, Marin County supervisor, in his testimony 
before the interim committee, stated that his ranch, while on the east side 
of Tomales Bay, is at an elevation which permits him to overlook the entire 
Point Reyes area and it is fogged in practicaily all summer. This fog bank 
extends over the entire low-lying peninsula and along the entire side of the 
hill facing Drakes Bay up to elevations of 500 to 800 feet. 

A young man, testifying before the Senate Committee on Interior and In- 
sular Affairs, held at College of Marin, April 14, 1960, stated that he is president 
of a skin diving club and that he had dived in the area of Drakes Bay and 
inside Tomales Point and that there were no currents that would affect a skin 
diver. He did not include the area from Chimney Rock, west to the light and 
north along the west beach to Tomales Point. The entire coastline from 
Chimney Rock, where the present Coast Guard life saving station is located, 
west to the lighthouse and north to Tomales Point, almost two-thirds of the 
ocean shore in the proposed seashore is an area entirely too rugged and dan- 
gerous for the average public to be exposed to. Realize that the only people 
who now have access to this area are a very few sports fishermen and abalone 
pickers, men who should know how to care for themselves in the out of doors. 
Again, I suggest that you check the Coast Guard records as to the number of 
rescues by rope and/or helicopter from the cliffs and roeks and the number of 
deaths from drowning in the area. This particular bit of ocean does not readily 
give up its dead. This is a much more rugged coastline than that which the 
city of San Francisco has found necessary to close to the public at Land’s 
End on the Golden Gate. 

Last, I would refer you to the park commission’s own map, showing the area 
of Indian habitation. You will note the lee side of Tomales Bay is solidly 
inhabited. The prevailing wind is from the west. The Indians also lived in a 
small protected area north of Abbott’s Lagoon. The area between this valley 
and the beach shows habitation and I suggest that this must have been tran- 
sient for fishing purposes. A small area, just north of the hook of Point Reyes, 
where the light is located, is also, I feel, transient. There is now and must 
have been then, good abalone picking here. Large sections facing Drakes Bay 
were inhabited. It would-seem that the Digger Indian, noted locally for his 
stupidity, had sense enough to stay out of the cold wind. 

Respectfully, 
F. P. MYER. 
x 





